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ABSTRACT 

 

LIBERIAN REFUGEES IN GHANA: 

ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY IMPLICATIONS OF THE INDISCRIMINATE 

DISPOSAL OF MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE 

 

JENKINS DIVO MACEDO 

 

Liberian refugees have been seeking refuge at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement 

(BRS) in Ghana for more than two decades. There have been two successfully held 

elections in Liberia since the end of the 14-year civil war in 2003. Drawing from these 

elections, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) terminated all 

humanitarian assistance to Liberian refugees in hope of a return. In spite of this, Liberian 

refugees continue to live at the BRS in deplorable sanitary conditions. This thesis explores 

the environmental security implications of the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid 

waste in the local environment at the BRS.  

In this study, I used a mixed methods approach to collect data through personal 

observations, freelists, pilesorts, surveys, semi-structured interviews, and focus groups 

directed with refugees, state and non-state actors. Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) data were 

collected from the sanitation team of the National Catholic Secretariat (NCS) at the BRS 

and the use of a Global Positioning System (GPS) to record waypoints of open dumpsites. 

The results indicate that the indiscriminate disposal of MSW in the local environment is 



associated with elevated increase of greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), land pollution and 

the outbreak of water-borne diseases at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Statement of the Problem 

Liberian refugees have sought refuge in Ghana since October 1990 with no 

humanitarian assistance from UNHCR (Dick, 2002a). Municipal solid waste (MSW) 

disposal is a crucial environmental issue at the camp. This thesis explores the 

environmental security threats of the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste 

(MSW) in the local environment at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement (BRS) in Ghana. 

The inadequate and indiscriminate disposal of MSW has both health and environmental 

outcomes. These outcomes can negatively impact both the refugee population and the local 

host communities. This is particularly crucial in refugee camps that are densely populated 

and were initially built to temporarily host refugees. These camps end up permanently 

hosting refugees for more years and with inadequate sanitary and health infrastructures.  

The collection and disposal of municipal solid waste at the BRS used to receive 

adequate funding from the UNHCR through the National Catholic Secretariat (NCS). The 

NCS is the implementing partner of UNHCR and is responsible for sanitation and health 

programs. The reduction of funding to the UNHCR in early 2000 impacted all programs 

geared towards refugees in Ghana most especially for those at the BRS. The NCS operates 

and manages a sanitation team that regularly collects and disposes MSW.  

The UNHCR and the Ghana Refugee Board (GRB) divided the camp into 11 

Zones. The sanitation team of the NCS has solid waste disposal and collection dumpsters 

located in every Zones of the camp. Even though solid waste dumpsters are provided to the 
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camp and placed at every Zone, solid waste is still indiscriminately disposed into the local 

environment by the camp residents. The NCS also works with local Zonal Heads (ZH) of 

the camp to organize clean-up campaigns that are funded by NCS. Some local community-

based organizations also work with the NCS and local community members to clean up 

their communities. These programs and services were negatively impacted by the 

withdrawal and termination of UNHCR services to refugees the BRS.  

In June 2003, UNHCR terminated all humanitarian assistance directed to the 

refugee population on ground that peace has been restored to Liberia and that the refugees 

at the camp needed to return home (Dick, 2002a, 2002b). Refugees claimed that Liberia 

was not yet safe and stable and the presence of 8,000 UN Peacekeeping forces in Liberia 

affirmed their claim that returning home would compromise their safety (Addo, 2008; 

Dovlo & Sondah, 2003; Tete, 2005). Liberian refugees remained in Buduburam despite the 

withdrawal of UNHCR’s humanitarian assistance (Dick, 2002a, 2002b).   

The Ghana Refugee Board (GRB) is a signatory to all contracts and projects 

targeting the refugee population because they are the government agency responsible for 

the management of refugees. Liberian refugees accused the UNHCR and the GRB for 

diverting humanitarian assistance towards the local host communities who are not 

refugees. Some refugees accused their appointed leaders for working in the interest of the 

GRB and the UNHCR instead of working for their welfare, which refugees claim include 

access to healthcare, education, food, adequate sanitary infrastructures and a durable 

solution. Refugees claimed that the former head of the Liberian Refugee Welfare Council 

(LRWC) sided with the GRB and UNHCR to construct a new police and fire stations. 
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They argued that resources used to construct this facility could have been invested in more 

urgent needs such as education, healthcare, sanitation, and access to clean drinking water, 

food and a durable solution to their plight as refugees. The GRB and the UNHCR claimed 

that they had no control over how donors wanted their money to be spent and that they 

implemented projects based on the desires of donor agencies. Refugees claimed that the 

relationship between the UNHCR, GRB and the LRWC is only one-sided and does not 

benefit the refugee population.  

The cause of forced migrants is not only attributed to violent conflicts. Poverty, 

social strife, political and economic upheavals, environmental hazards are some of the 

major issues that underpin refugee flow and insecurities in urban and rural refugee 

settlements specifically in developing countries (Fabos & Kibreab, 2003; Harrell-Bond, 

1998; Jacobsen, 2001; UNHCR, 2008, 2010). Most developing countries that host refugees 

in organized camps and settlements, environmental threats associated with the inadequate 

disposal of municipal solid waste are critical to security of the environment that need to be 

solved.  

 The refugee crisis is significant because displacement and encampment of refugees 

has significant environmental implications for the host country (Morel, 2009). During the 

mass influx of refugees, camps are quickly built to temporarily host refugees as host 

governments and UNHCR seek a durable solution (Low, 2005; Michel, 2002; Schmidt, 

2003; Stein, 1986).  

Most refugee camps become permanent settlements with little or no humanitarian 

assistance from UNHCR, international organizations and the host country due to several 
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reasons, which include the restoration of political stability in the country of origin, budget 

cuts and government policies that hinder the local integration of the refugee population 

(Agier, 2010; Dick, 2002a; Michel, 2002; USG, 2011b). Cuny (1977) argued that due to 

the urgency with which camps are built, they often do not meet the recommended planning 

and layout structures and facilities recommended by UNHCR to contain large refugee 

population over a longer period of time. The temporary refugee camps often become the 

permanent settlements that compromise the integrity of the local environment and 

undermine the safety of both the refugee population and local host communities (J. Crisp 

& Jacobsen, 1998). Environmental threats such as scarcity of land and water resources, 

disposal and management of solid waste, and environmental degradation could potentially 

lead to conflicts and hostile relationships between the refugee population and local host 

communities (Addo, 2008; Karen Jacobsen, 2002). 

1.2. Research Focus    

 Liberian refugees have sought refuge at the BRS in Ghana since October 1990. The 

collection and disposal of municipal solid waste at the camp have been operating since the 

early 2000s and have been receiving funding from UNHCR through the National Catholic 

Secretariat (NCS) (SGCC, 2010). The NCS has a solid waste collection and disposal team 

that functions and operates weekly. With the sanitation system in place, solid waste is still 

indiscriminately disposed in the local environment at the camp. This thesis explores the 

environmental security implications of the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste 

in the local environment at the BRS.  
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In this thesis, I explore the environmental security threats and implications that are 

associated with the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the local 

environment at the BRS in Ghana. Medical reports from the St. Gregory Catholic Clinic 

(SGCC) and the Gomoa-East District Regional Health Unit suggest that the outbreak of 

diseases at the camp is largely caused by the improper and inadequate sanitary conditions 

and solid waste management (GHS, 2006; SGCC, 2010).  

1.3. Rationale of the Study   

Studies have shown that refugees’ access to available local resources could 

influence the process of local integration and self-reliance (Dick, 2002a; Jacobsen, 1997; 

Marfleet, 2009; Mensah, 2009). This allows for a process of initiating local integration of 

the refugee population in the host country, which is one of the options for a “durable 

solution” (Otunnu, 1992; UNHCR, 2009). Liberian refugees in Ghana have sought refuge 

at the BRS since 1990. Refugees claimed that local integration is not possible due to 

several social barriers, which include language, culture, and the extensive bureaucratic 

process in attaining permanent residency and stigmatization associated with being a 

refugee (Dick, 2002b).  

 The process of integrating refugees locally is difficult because some countries 

hosting refugees encounter extreme social, economic and environmental security threats 

(Dick, 2002a; Karen Jacobsen, 2002). Developing countries faced with these challenges 

find it difficult to meet the needs of the refugee population (Karen Jacobsen, 2002). 

Refugee camps or settlements in some Sub-Saharan African countries are often situated in 

“fragile” or “distant rural regions” creating additional challenges on existing social, 
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Figure 1: Refugee Camps in the Great Lakes Region of East Africa 

economic and environmental systems (J. Crisp & Jacobsen, 1998; Harrell-Bond, 1998). 

For example, the nature of refugee camps located in the Great Lakes Region of Eastern 

Africa have encounter environmental threats such as water and land security, and the 

destruction of forest systems by Rwandan refugees in the Democratic Republic of Congo 

(DRC). The map in Figure 1 shows the location of refugee camps in the Great Lakes 

Region of Eastern Africa.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: UNHCR 2010 
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These camps are located in regions outside major cities and states’ capitals but usually 

within rural regions along international borders with extreme environmental constraints 

(Black, 1998; Harrell-Bond, 1998). Most refugee camps rely on external assistance in the 

form of humanitarian aid from UNHCR, the host government and other donor agencies 

(Jeffrey Crisp, 2001; Landau, 2004; Waters, 2009).   

The decision to terminate humanitarian assistance by UNHCR to Liberian refugees 

in Ghana is partly due to one of several reasons, which include the restoration of peace and 

stability in Liberia, budget cuts and the announcement of the cessation clause by the 

Government of Ghana (Dick, 2002a; UNHCR, 2004). The applicability of the cessation 

clause is a decision that is jointly made by UNHCR in collaboration with international 

refugee organizations, and host government (UNHCR, 1999). Refugee status is conceived 

in international refugee law and in principle as a “transitory phenomenon, which lasts only 

as long as the reasons for fearing persecution in the country of origin persist. Once these 

reasons disappear, refugee status may be legitimately terminated” (UNHCR, 1999). The 

UNHCR and the GRB has recently stated that the cessation of refugee status for Liberian 

refugees in Ghana would take effect as of 30th June 2012 after which refugees still in 

Ghana would be given three months to decide to locally integrate or be forcefully 

repatriated.  

 It becomes difficult for the refugee population and the local host communities to 

adjust when humanitarian efforts are terminated without the establishment of durable and 

long-term strategy. This has been the situation of Liberian refugees at the BRS in Ghana 
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(Dick, 2002a; Dovlo & Sondah, 2003; Mensah, 2009). The unprecedented termination of 

all humanitarian assistance has gradually deteriorated existing systems and infrastructures 

at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement in Ghana, which include the current municipal solid 

waste system directed by the NCS.  

 Particularly, the sanitation infrastructures at the camp were a victim of the 

UNHCR’s withdrawal of assistance, which includes the municipal solid waste collection 

and disposal structures. The indiscriminate disposal of solid waste in the local environment 

has both health and environmental consequences (Zurbrugg, 2003). The open disposal of 

solid waste is associated with the increase of water-borne and air-borne diseases as well as 

the increases of toxic chemicals into the atmosphere creating air pollution (EESI, 2009; 

Eschenroeder, 2001; Zurbrugg, 2003). These environmental threats impact the refugee 

population and the host country and adds to the refugee “burden-sharing” of the host 

country in addressing the refugee crisis at the BRS (Dick, 2002b; Karen Jacobsen, 2002; 

K.  Jacobsen, 2002; Morel, 2009). Donor agencies, host governments and UNHCR have 

conflicting ideologies about who should be responsible for what, at what cost and for how 

long? Mostly, it is the host governments that have to lobby international institutions and 

governments to keep providing the needed services to the refugee population they host. 

UNHCR established by the United Nations General Assembly is mandated to protect 

refugees, but also have its limitations in terms of budget and other resources. In the midst 

of these issues, refugees are the ones that continue to be the victims of these discussions. 

This is even more difficult in protracted refugee situations, in which refugees’ rights to 

social and economic opportunities are already suppressed and restricted by the host 
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government for years or decades (Dick, 2002b; Loescher & Milner, 2005; Morel, 2009; M. 

Smith, 2004). 

1.4. Population and Location of the Study 

The thesis is a product of a field research conducted at the Buduburam Refugee 

Settlement (BRS) located in the Gomoa district of the Central Region in Ghana. The 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement has been in existence since October 1990. It was 

established to host Liberian refugees who fled the waves of the civil unrests in 1990, 1996 

and 2003 respectively (Addo, 2008). These three waves of unrest caused mass exoduses of 

Liberian refugees throughout the sub-region and subsequently to Ghana by land, air and 

sea (Addo, 2008).  

Between October 1990 and December 2003 the Buduburam Refugee Settlement 

hosted approximately 45,000 Liberian refugees. Currently, the settlement hosts about 

11,000 Liberian refugees (UNHCR-Ghana, 2011). The settlement also hosts smaller 

refugee population from Togo, Ivory Coast and Sierra Leone. The camp is located at about 

45 kilometers outside the Ghanaian capital of Accra. The camp is situated on a 5 square 

miles piece of land that is used to be a rehabilitation reception center for people with 

severe mental disabilities.  

With the assistance of the Government of Ghana (GoG) and local the local 

traditional committee, UNHCR secured the land for the establishment of the refugee camp 

for the mass influx of Liberians fleeing the civil war in their home country. The refugee 

camp gradually transformed itself into a ‘refugee community’ all by the works of refugee 
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themselves with some assistance from community-based organizations as well as religious 

institutions and families abroad with limited assistance from UNHCR (Addo, 2008).  

A local Ghanaian town known as “Gomoa Buduburam” from which the settlement 

gets its name engulfs the refugee settlement. Some refugees live in this local Ghanaian 

town and the town is widely known among refugees as “the village,” a term used among 

Liberian refugees to distinguish the town from the refugee camp (Addo, 2008). At first, the 

local village used to be separated from the refugee camp in terms of its geographic 

boundaries. Over the years as more refugees settled on the camp the need for land erupted 

and created a situation in which the local host either leases or sells land to refugees for the 

construction of house for shelters, churches, schools as well as land for gardening. The 

boundaries of the refugee settlement gradually exceeded their original demarcations that 

were officially contracted between the GoG, UNHCR and the local chief of the village. 

The continuous influx of refugees at the camp, the local host communities become 

reluctant selling or leasing land to newcomers.  

The refugees population and local host communities mutually interacted (Addo, 

2008). There have been instances of mutual support and celebration between both the 

refugee population and the local host communities resulting to intermarriages between 

both communities (Addo, 2008; Dick, 2002b). Refugees continue to live at Buduburam 

without any clear indication of when they will soon return home and as the issue of land 

and other local resources continue to be a challenge, there appears to be social conflicts on 

the horizon. These conflicts are mostly caused by land disputes between refugees and local 

host communities, access to water resources for gardening and domestic use, and the 
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indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste and human excreta in the environment 

throughout the refugee camp.  

1.5. Motivation for the Study  

During the Liberian civil war, I sought refuge in Sierra Leone, Guinea, and Ivory 

Coast before arriving at the Buduburam Refugee Camp on June 25, 1995. The reason my 

siblings and I decided to seek refuge in Ghana was that Liberian refugees in the above 

mentioned countries were constantly targeted by rebels from Liberia. In May 1995, forces 

of the Liberian Peace Council (LPC) under the command of warlord George Boley, 

crossed the Liberian-Ivorian international border and raided the Ivorian town of Tai located 

in the Southern of the country. Tai was self-settled by Liberian refugees of the Krahn 

ethnic group of which the LPC claim to be fighting in Liberia to protect against the 

National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) under the command of former warlord and 

President Charles Taylor. Some refugees in Tai joined the invading forces of LPC and 

engaged in looting, rape and vandalism. The forces of LPC retreated to Liberia after a day 

of occupying Tai.   

The Government of Ivory Coast (GoIC) responded by reinforcing the battalion in 

Tai and declaring that all Liberian refugees were rebels and should be killed when found. 

The announcement made by the Minister of Defense of Ivory Coast (MoD) ignited nation-

wide systematic attacks against Liberian refugees throughout the country. Soldiers of the 

Ivorian military killed a total of 2,500 Liberian refugees in Ivory Coast including my 

nephew and aunt. It was against this background the Guiglo Peace-town Refugee Camp 

was established by UNHCR and the World Food Programme (WFP) at the end of 1995. It 
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was this event that caused us to seek refuge in Ghana because refugees continued to be 

assaulted by local residents and the military. Upon arrival in Ghana, my siblings and I 

settled at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement where we were registered by the UNHCR 

and received a refugee identification card establishing our refugee status (GoG, 1992). In 

Ghana at the BRS, the military, the police or local residents did not attack us. We had 

access to education, food, water, healthcare and housing partly assisted by UNHCR. All 

this happened during the initial phase when the camp was established and when UNHCR 

was still very actively involve in assisting Liberian refugees in Ghana. UNHCR’s 

programs and the GoG assistance to Liberian refugees swiftly shifted after the 2003 

presidential elections in Liberia. Gradually, the GoG through the Ghana National Police 

Services (GNPS) and other military units became militarily involved in arresting refugees 

at the BRS.  

On February 14, 2004, the GNPS, the Ghana Immigration Services (GIS) and 

military invaded Buduburam claiming that some refugees had arms and were training to 

invade Ivory Coast or return to Liberia to fight as rebels. All the men at the camp were 

forced from their homes to assemble on a soccer field for eight hours. I was among those 

forced from their homes. For eight hours, we had no access to food, water and shelter. The 

sun was hot and we were forced to stand under the sunlight throughout the temporary 

detention. The military in our absence searched every house on the camp for weapons and 

none were found. The commander apologized to us approximately 7,000 men for the 

detention and asked that we remain calm and return to our homes. I left Ghana two years 

after this detention on the US Refugee Resettlement program.  
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The insecurities that I experienced in Sierra Leone, Guinea, Ivory Coast and Ghana 

motivated me to undertake this study. It is also my motivation to contribute my experience 

and the experiences of those still seeking refuge in Ghana concerning the environmental 

threats and implications associated with the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid 

waste in the environment of the refugee camp. When my siblings and I just moved at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement from Ivory Coast in June 1995, solid waste was not a 

major problem back then. Refugees at the camp at that time had sufficient assistance from 

UNHCR and its implementing partners. 

1.6. Narrative Outline of the Thesis 

The following is a narrative description of the processes and tasks completed 

during the phases of research design, field data collection and analyses, results, 

discussions, conclusions and recommendations for future research. I hope that this section 

serves as a “blue print” as the reader navigates this thesis.  

1.6.1. Introduction 

This thesis explores the environmental security threats and implications of the 

indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste at the BRS in Ghana. Primary data were 

collected and analyzed by conducting a field research over the summer of 2011. In the 

study, I used the mixed methods research design in which quantitative and qualitative data 

on the environmental threats of the disposal of municipal solid waste in the local 

environment. The data were collected from Liberian refugees at the Buduburam Refugee 

Camp as well as state and no-state actors working with the refugee population. The holistic 
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approach in collecting data from both the refugee and non-refugee population allows for an 

in-depth, multi-faceted approach to understanding the situation at the camp.  

In chapter 1, I discuss municipal solid waste disposal and management as crucial 

environmental threats at the BRS even in the midst of a waste management system funded 

by the UNHCR and implemented by the NCS. This chapter captures the research focus and 

the rationale of the study. I briefly describe the population and location of the study and 

explain my personal motivation for conducting the study in Ghana.  

In chapter 2, I review and discuss the existing literature on the security paradigm of 

the nation-state and argue that the incorporation and integration of environment security is 

significant in addressing environmental threats that are usually ‘non-militarized threats’ to 

human safety. The relationships between national security and environmental security have 

been the core of scholastic agenda since the end of the Cold War (T. F. Homer-Dixon & 

Levy, 1995; Imber, 1991; Levy, 1995). I also argue that environment threats, which are 

either caused by anthropogenic activities or through natural processes have both 

environmental and health outcomes that precipitate national security concerns (Levy, 

1995). 

In chapter 3, I discuss the historical background of Liberian refugees in Ghana, the 

cause of the different waves of refugee migration to Ghana, which led to the establishment 

of the Buduburam Refugee Settlement in the Gomoa-East District of the Central Region in 

Ghana. In this chapter, I also discuss the composition, characterization and responsibilities 

of the Refugee Management Committee (RMC) within the Ghana Refugee Policy of 1992 

(GRP) established by the Provisional National Defense Council Law (PNDCL) under 
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Former President Jerry John Rawlings. I also discuss the different environmental, health 

and sociopolitical dynamics of the camp within the contextual framework of the protracted 

situations of Liberians refugees at the camp.  

In chapter 4, I outline and discuss my methodology and process of data analyses. I 

discuss in details the various quantitative and qualitative instrumentations used in the 

process of data collection and analyses. Refugees and non-refugees constituted the sample 

of the population that participated in the study. 

In chapter 5, I present results from both quantitative and qualitative data analyses 

by firstly describing the population of the study. Results from both approaches were 

merged to engage into a discussion through which patterns, themes and processes were 

identified relevant to the research question on the environmental security implications of 

the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the local environment of the refugee 

camp.  

In chapter 6, I present the conclusion and discuss the main theme of my thesis, 

which is the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the local environment at 

the Buduburam Refugee Settlement. The environmental threats and implications of the 

indiscriminate disposal of MSW are greenhouse gas emissions, land pollution and the 

outbreak of water-borne diseases. These environmental threats are significantly associated 

with the poor sanitary conditions at the camp.  
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Introduction 

In this chapter, I explore and discuss the current literature on environmental 

security to determine the environmental threats of the protracted refugee situations and 

how these threats raise security concerns for refugees and the local host population (Mills, 

2002; Salehyan, 2005). There is a gap in the literature of environmental security to explore 

environmental threats and implications of the disposal of municipal solid waste in the 

environment of protracted refugee camps. In this study, I argue that environmental threats 

associated with the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the local 

environmental of the Buduburam Refugee Settlement in Ghana has both environmental 

and health outcomes (Mariana & Alessandra, 2005). The release of greenhouse gas (GHG) 

in the atmosphere through solid waste disposal contributes about 3 to 4 percent of GHG 

emissions, which contributes to global warming (IPCC, 2007; Watson et al., 2001).  

Refugee camps, typically located in developing countries host most of the world’s 

refugee population (UNHCR, 2010). Most of these camps are built during the peak period 

of refugee intake in the host country and lack adequate sanitary and other infrastructures to 

contain the solid waste that is being produced (Cuny, 1977). The camps are built to 

temporarily host refugees until UNHCR and the host government can seek a durable 

solution to their crisis. Unfortunately, with the inadequate sanitary infrastructures to 

contain the dense population of the camps, these camps become the permanent homes for 

refugees and increase their vulnerability to threats from the outbreak of water-borne 

diseases, environmental degradation through the indiscriminate disposal of solid waste and 
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land pollution. In Buduburam Refugee Settlement, this problem is exacerbated by the 

withdrawal of UNHCR and other humanitarian agencies from refugee.  

The existing national security discourse of the nation-state, common in the 

literature on refugees, typically focuses on the necessity of protecting individuals from 

external aggressions (Levy, 1995; Paris, 2001). The national security paradigm owing to its 

restrictive definition ignores the non-military and environmental threats, which pose 

significant harm to individual safety (Hastings, 2010; T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 1995; 

Levy, 1995; Paris, 2001). The national security paradigm neglects environmental threats 

that, if unaddressed, could potentially lead to national security issues.  

2.2. Reconstructing the Security Paradigm 

In the last twenty years, scholars, policymakers, development practitioners, climate 

change scientists and environmentalists have reframed the discussion on environmental 

issues within the national security discourse (Butts, 2004; T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 

1995; Imber, 1991; Ullman, 1983). Scholars argued that the reliance on the physical 

environment and the damages that humans pose to the environment can potentially 

threaten national and international securities due to the transnational nature of 

environmental threats (Deudney, 2001; Foster, 2004; Levy, 1995; Ullman, 1983). 

Environmental threats are often the result of environment damages caused by natural 

processes or anthropogenic activities (Foster, 2004; Levy, 1995; Watson, et al., 2001).  

The incorporation of environmental security with the national security discourse 

would allow stakeholders to treat both military and non-military threats undermining 

individual safety. Richard Ullman (1983) argued that the process of “redefining security 
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should comprise environmental threats that are not necessarily military-oriented in nature” 

(p. 133). Ullman acknowledged that restricting and narrowing the definition of security to 

only threats related to military activities and processes lead to neglecting other potentially 

dangerous situations that could negatively impact both humanity and the environment at 

large (Ullman, 1983). He further contended that with the rapid increase in population 

growth in most developing countries, the compelling demands for control over natural 

resources and the transnational migration of peoples necessitate the need to extend the 

security discourse (Ullman, 1983). Imber added that “several potential environmental 

crises pose threats to individuals’ security and that any form of security to address these 

threats should be holistic” (Imber, 1991).  

The increasing threats of sea level rise, deforestation and desertification as a result 

of global warming and climate change within the environmental-security nexus magnify 

the tensions that exist in the political arena regarding the environmental security argument 

that the protection of the environment is significant to ensure security of individuals 

(Imber, 1991). This argument and the ensuing policies have direct implications to 

individuals who are forced to move out of their homelands due to political strife or 

environmental disasters.  

The movement of forced migrants within or outside of the nation-state as a result of 

environment degradation, pollution and disaster would broaden the definition of a 

“refugee” to one that includes “environmental refugee” (Imber, 1991). Since scarcities of 

land and water are at the core of most regional, national and global conflicts (Butts, 2004; 

Dabelko & Dabelko, 1995; Imber, 1991; Page, 2010), these become crucial security threats 
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that impact the lives of individual citizens within the nation-state and require non-military 

means for intervention (Dabelko & Dabelko, 1995; Matthew, 2002). 

A number of studies have confirmed that the links between the environment and 

security is undisputable (T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 1995; Matthew, 2002; Ullman, 

1983). The negative impacts on the environment by either nature or man have 

consequences on the security of humanity and the environment (Allenby, 2000; Dabelko & 

Dabelko, 1995; Graeger, 1996; Imber, 1991; Oswald, 2000; Ullman, 1983).   

In the past five decades, the world has witnessed the mass movements of people 

within and across borders as a result of environmental crises (Mcnelis & Schweitzer, 2001; 

Myers, 2002). These environmental crises include, but are not limited to the scarcity of 

water and land, famines, arm conflicts over natural resources within and among nation-

states, deforestation, desertification, soil erosion, decline in marine fisheries and a 

multitude of other environmental problems (Graeger, 1996; Imber, 1991; Mcnelis & 

Schweitzer, 2001; Myers, 2002). The continuous increase of these threats warrant a 

security approach that would help mitigate these threats and environmental damage (Page, 

2010).  

The notion of security was previously based on the view that the protection of the 

nation-state from external aggressions would ensure individual security (Alkire, 2003; 

Hastings, 2009; UNDP, 1994). Proponents of this view of security see the military as the 

nation-state’s responsibility or role in ensuring that its territorial boundaries and 

sovereignty are protected from external aggressions (Alkire, 2003; King & Murray, 2001). 

The concept of security shifted at the end of the Cold War to several broader dimensions 
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(Levy, 1995; Paris, 2001). Some of the components that were added to the national 

security discourse include human security, environmental security, health security, 

economic security, food security, personal security and community security (Hastings, 

2009; Paris, 2001; UNDP, 1994). These concepts of security were integrated into the 

traditional notion of security by the nation-state to develop a holistic approach in 

addressing both military and non-military threats.  

 Scarcity of resources is the main driver for most violent conflicts (Dabelko & 

Dabelko, 1995). Page (2010) asserts that “environmental degradation (either in the form of 

resource scarcity or environmental damage) is a persistent, and growing, cause of violent 

conflict within and between states” (p. 3). The core of the violent conflict debate of the 

environmental scarcity paradigm is that, “environmental scarcity has a significant bearing 

on the incidence and intensity of violent conflict within and between nation-states” 

(Allenby, 2000; Graeger, 1996; T. Homer-Dixon & Percival, 1998; Page, 2010). 

The end of the Cold War in the early 1990s brought significant change in 

rethinking the national security paradigm (T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 1995; Matthew, 

2002). The proposal to incorporate the environment in the national security paradigm was 

made possible through knowledge accumulated from academic research. Research 

explored the rate of environmental change from the demands of environmental resources, 

pollution, climate change and environmental-induced conflicts (Imber, 1991; Matthew, 

2002). The environmental threats to humanity and the environment legitimize the need to 

rethink, reconstruct and reframe the security paradigm (T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 1995; 

Imber, 1991; Levy, 1995; Mcnelis & Schweitzer, 2001; Myers, 2002). Environmental 
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degradation as Graeger (1996) asserts is “itself a severe threat to human security and all of 

life forms on earth” (p. 100).  

The rapid spread of economic development and ecological degradation as well as 

the increasing demands for natural resources from the environment by individuals, nation-

states and organizations involve threats that transcend national borders (Dabelko & 

Dabelko, 1995; T. Homer-Dixon & Percival, 1998; Imber, 1991; Levy, 1995). Dabelko 

and Dabelko (1995) argue that the narrow and restricted definition of security held by the 

nation-state failed to explore the “non-military threats and means of providing security, 

which involve protecting both the environment and human beings from environmental 

threats created by our activities” (p. 3).  

The non-military environmental threats inflict significant human suffering on 

individuals. These threats deriving from environmental degradation and pollution are 

associated with the outbreak of infectious diseases, greenhouse gas emissions and pollution 

(Graeger, 1996; Watson, et al., 2001). Poor and rural people in most developing countries 

are usually at the frontline of these environmental threats, which undermine their health, 

safety and security (Imber, 1991). For these individuals, security symbolizes the protection 

from threats caused by poverty, famine, drought, climate change, social and ethnic 

conflicts, crimes, unemployment, diseases, natural disasters, and environmental threats 

(Alkire, 2003; King & Murray, 2001; Ogata, 1999; UNDP, 1994).  

The non-military threats from the environment against individuals’ security, if not 

addressed, would severely obstruct their safety (Graeger, 1996). Graeger (1996) argues 

that, “this is why it is essential to broaden the concept of security to focus attention on the 
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sustainable utilization and protection of the human environment” (p. 110). He also added 

that “nature is no longer the opponent of society, against which humanity must struggle to 

survive: it is something that we must protect from the negative consequences of our own 

activities (Graeger, 1996).  

Graeger’s warning of environmental degradation by human activities and the 

subsequent threats to humanity and all of life on earth was later confirmed in a report 

published by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) on humanity impact 

on climate system (Watson, et al., 2001).  Watson et al (2001) asserts that “new and 

stronger evidence that most of the warming observed over the last 50 years is attributable 

to human activities on the environment. Detection and attribution studies consistently find 

evidence for an anthropogenic signal in the climate record of the last 35 to 50 years” (p. 5). 

Watson et al. (2001) added that “changes in sea level, snow cover, ice extent, and 

precipitation are consistent with a warming climate near the Earth’s surface” (p. 5). They 

also assert that “some of the observed changes are regional and some may be due to 

internal climate variations, natural forcings, or regional human activities rather than 

attributed solely to global human influence” (Watson, et al., 2001).  

The scarcity of environmental resources is not the sole driver of violent conflicts, 

but in most instances they are at the core of these conflicts especially in developing 

countries (Claussen, 1994; Dabelko & Dabelko, 1995; T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 1995). 

The impact of human actions on the environment and their subsequent effects are 

widespread in every region of the world (Matthew, 2002; Page, 2010). These threats have 

devastating consequences in developing countries with poor and inadequate infrastructures 
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to contain or mitigate the effect of these impacts (T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 1995; Reve, 

2006; Watson, et al., 2001). Myers (1989) argues that with the current increase of 

environmental degradation and pollution between and within the nation-states, the 

“depletion of soil erosion whether in India or in Indiana,  and conflicts between nation-

states on the use of water resources, legitimizes the need for actions to reconstruct the 

security discourse” (p. 23). Claussen (1994) argues that, the “perspective of integrating 

environmental issues in the security discourse is built on the linkages between resource 

scarcity and conflict” (p. 40).  

The environmental security literature has limited information on threats that 

refugees pose on the host environment as well as environmental threats from refugees’ use 

of local environmental resources. Few studies, for example, have been conducted to 

explore the impacts of forced migrants especially refugees and Internally Displaced 

Persons (IDPs) on the local environment of the host country (Black, 2001; Black & Sessay, 

1997; Jacobsen, 1997; Kibreab, 1997; Martin, 2005; I. Smith, 2006). These studies 

explored the situation of refugees’ impact on the local environment from the perspective of 

human security rather than environmental security, thereby ignoring one of the most 

significant factors that contribute to their health and integrity. Some, for example, focused 

on refugees’ access to forest resources particularly the use of trees as fuel wood for 

domestic purposes and its impacts on the local ecosystem change (Berry, 2008; Oucho, 

2000). Other studies that assessed refugees’ environmental impacts on the host country 

failed to investigate environmental threats such as the disposal of municipal solid waste, 

inadequate drainage and sewage systems and inappropriate disposal of human excreta 
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(Berry, 2008; Black & Sessay, 1997; J. Crisp & Andersen, 2010).  Finally, some 

investigated refugees’ use of the natural environment, such as fuel wood use for domestic 

purposes (Biswas & Quiroz, 1996; Black & Sessay, 1997; UNHCR, 2001a). Surprisingly, 

the environmental security literature is totally silent on one of the major causes of 

environmental security concerns in refugee camps; that is, the disposal and management of 

municipal solid waste (MSW). Municipal solid waste is a crucial environmental issue in 

most developing countries.  

The linkages between the outbreak of diseases and solid waste have been 

established by both public and global perspectives (Chin et al., 2011; EPA, 1993; 

Hendriksen et al., 2011; Watson, et al., 2001; Zwane & Kremer, 2005). Solid waste is said 

to contribute between 3 to 4 percent of the annual anthropogenic greenhouse gas 

emissions, which contributes to climate change and global warming (Watson, et al., 2001). 

The collection and disposal of MSW is a major factor in ensuring positive human health 

and a healthy environment that also support life. Solid waste disposal as in most 

developing countries is a major environmental security threat because if not adequately and 

properly disposed of, could lead to environmental damage and the outbreak of widespread 

diseases and chronic poor health (Al-Khatib et al., 2007; Chin, et al., 2011; Hendriksen, et 

al., 2011; Nabegu, 2011; Zurbrugg, 2003).  

The process of ensuring the environmental security of displaced populations has 

been an emerging discussion since the early 1990s (Hastings, 2008; Ogata, 1999; UNDP, 

1994).  It comprises of the protection of refugees from environmental security threats 

associated with environmental change, scarcity of land and water, soil erosion and the 
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environmental health, which include appropriate disposal of solid waste. In some refugee 

camps, environmental threats are caused by inadequate sanitation facilities and risky 

behaviors in managing solid waste. The ineffective disposal of municipal solid waste, 

poorly managed latrines and bathroom systems and inadequate drainage systems can cause 

environmental threats that can negatively affect individuals’ health and the local 

environment (UNEP, 2000a, 2000b). These are environmental determinants within the 

context of refugee settings that trigger negative environmental damages and lead to the 

susceptibility and vulnerability of the refugee population to adverse health outcomes.  

Refugees, just like anybody else, sometimes apply risky behaviors towards their 

environment by mismanaging resources and also engaging in pollution, such as the 

indiscriminate disposal of solid waste in the local environment. Studies have shown that 

owing to their temporariness in the host country, refugees do not have any motivation for 

environmental sustainability, thus prompting environmental damage (Biswas & Quiroz, 

1996; Black & Sessay, 1997). Biswas and Quiroz (1996), noted that the ‘unsustainable 

use’ of forest resources such as fuel wood has led to the deforestation of thousands of 

hectares of forest in the region by Rwandan refugee in North and South of the Kivu 

Provinces in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). Rwandan refugees’ indiscriminate 

harvesting of forest trees resulted into substantial changes in the climate systems, local 

ecosystems and the release of greenhouse gas into the atmosphere (Myers, 2002; Oucho, 

2000; Whitaker, 1999).  

The link between human and environment security have been established by 

scholars in both fields (Hastings, 2008; T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 1995). Studies in the 
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field of human security have acknowledged the links between human and environmental 

securities and how these processes affect each other (Brown, Crawford, & Campeau, 2008; 

Oswald, 2000). What these studies failed to acknowledge is that environmental threats are 

a threat to human security and these threats must be eliminated, if refugees’ rights and 

security are to be achieved (Mariana & Alessandra, 2005; Ogata, 1999). Refugee camps 

are usually built during emergencies when refugee flows are at their peak in the host 

country (Cuny, 1977; Van Damme, 1995). As such, these camps usually lack the necessary 

sanitary infrastructures to contain the widespread and indiscriminate disposal of municipal 

solid waste in the local environment.  

The ongoing debates, along with the lack of consensus on what constitutes 

environmental security, have caused scholars to critique and challenge the use of this 

concept to devise policies (Deudney, 2001; Page, 2010; Trenel, 2006). What is clear, 

however, is the need to broaden the definition of “national security” and integrate 

environmental security to the dominant security discourse to address environmental threats 

to individual safety. This integration is significant in understanding security not only in 

terms of political and militarized threats from the perspective of the nation-states, but as a 

way to include non-militarized security threats that undermine the state and the general 

safety of its citizens (T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 1995; Imber, 1991; Mcnelis & 

Schweitzer, 2001; Ullman, 1983).  

To conclude, environmental threats are unavoidable and undisputable to ensure 

national security (T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 1995; Levy, 1995). The integration of 

environmental security within the dominant security discourse is justifiable, since 
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environmental threats precipitate national security issues (T. F. Homer-Dixon & Levy, 

1995; Matthew, 2002). Policymakers and proponents of the environmental security 

paradigm have said little about environmental security threats associated with the 

indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the local environment of the camp. The 

environmental threats from solid waste disposal pose environmental security implications 

on both the refugee population and the host communities. The environmental security 

implications include the release of GHG in the atmosphere, land, water and air pollutions, 

which cause the outbreaks of diseases.  

In the next chapter, I explored the environmental security implications of the 

indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the local environment at the 

Buduburam Refugee Camp in Ghana and the adverse health and environmental outcomes.  
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CHAPTER 3. HISTORY OF LIBERIAN REFUGEES IN GHANA 

3.1. Introduction  

 In this chapter, I discuss the history of Liberian refugees in Ghana and specifically 

narrow my attention to refugees at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement (BRS). I also 

discuss the Ghana Refugee Policy (GRP) and the Refugee Management Committee 

(RMC), which oversee the daily administrative and humanitarian activities geared towards 

the refugee population at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement. I also address the 

environmental conditions including the municipal solid waste disposal. I conclude the 

chapter by discussing the global refugee crisis in contextualizing the camp into the 

protracted refugee situations of Liberian refugees at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement.  

3.2. Liberian Refugees in Ghana 

The outbreak of civil war in Liberia on December 24, 1989 led to the first mass 

influx of Liberian refugees in neighboring Sierra Leone, Guinea and Ivory Coast as well as 

Ghana, Benin and Nigeria (Dovlo & Sondah, 2003; Tete, 2005). The second and third 

waves of Liberian refugees occurred on April 6, 1996 and October 15, 2003 with the 

outbreak of violent armed conflicts in Monrovia, Liberia (Addo, 2008). The 2003 outbreak 

of conflict in Liberia led to the exile and arrest of Charles Taylor on alleged crimes 

committed in Sierra Leone in support of the Revolutionary United Front (RUF). The RUF 

was a rebel faction that received military and logistical support from the regime of Taylor 

to stage a revolution in neighboring Sierra Leone (Sweeney, 2008; Van Damme, 1999). 

The arrest of Charles Taylor brought some level of hope and security for Liberian 
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worldwide and at home. Some refugees return home after the arrest of Charles Taylor 

while other refugees still remain in Ghana and other countries in the sub-region.  

Liberian refugees first sought refuge in Ghana in the late 1990 at the Buduburam 

Refugee Settlement (Dick, 2002b; Dovlo & Sondah, 2003). In the past 25 years, the 

world’s refugee levels has fallen sharply, but a “larger percentage of asylum-seekers and 

refugees are spending a longer time in exile in an often-overlooked plight of subsistence 

living in a virtual state of limbo” (UNHCR, 2004, 2006). According to the UNHCR (2006) 

“majority of today's refugees have lived in exile for far too long, restricted to camps or 

eking out a meager existence in urban centers throughout the developing world” (p. 1).  

These refugees are said to be in a protracted refugee situations in the host country. Liberian 

refugees have sought refuge in Ghana for more than 20 years with no assistance from 

UNHCR (Dick, 2002a, 2002b). The protracted stay of Liberian refugees in Ghana has 

created social, economic and environmental challenges on the host as well as the refugee 

population (Dick, 2002b; Jacobsen, 1997). These challenges resulted in several tensions 

between the government and the refugee community (Sarfo-Mensah, 2009). Ghana also 

hosts refugees from other West African countries including Sierra Leone, Togo and the 

Ivory Coast.  

Between 1990 and 2003, approximately 45,000 Liberian refugees arrived in Ghana 

and were hosted at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement (Addo, 2008; Binnendijk, 2009; 

Dovlo & Sondah, 2003; Omata, 2011). The BRS currently hosts approximately 11,000 

refugees mainly from Liberia (Omata, 2011; UNHCR-Ghana, 2011). The significant 

decrease in the number of Liberian refugee still seeking refuge at the BRS is due to the 
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voluntary repatriation process organized by UNHCR and refugees leaving the camp to 

return home of their own account or seeking refuge in another neighboring country. One 

reason is that after the war ended in 2003, many Liberian refugees returned from 

neighboring Guinea, Ivory Coast, Guinea, Ghana and Nigeria. Others were voluntarily 

repatriated by the UNHCR’s voluntary repatriation program established in 2004 (Geueke, 

Doherty, & Foy, 2005; Tete, 2005). The current number of Liberian refugees still seeking 

refuge at the camp is still unclear as there are other refugees who came after the UNHCR 

and GRB registration and verification process in Ghana (Dick, 2002b; Omata, 2011). This 

is important because even though the UNHCR and GRB are reporting 11,000 Liberian 

refugees at the camp there appear to be more refugees at the camp than reported and these 

refugees are not being assisted in any way (Addo, 2008; Dick, 2002a). 

Both the GRB and the UNHCR are operating on diverse perspectives relating to 

refugees’ capacity to become to self-reliant and self-sufficient (Dick, 2002b). The 

Ghanaian government considers refugees as an “added burden” on their hard-stressed 

economic, social and environmental systems (Jacobsen, 1997; Morel, 2009). UNHCR 

claims that the cause of fear for Liberian refugees to return home has ceased to exist on 

grounds that there is a stable government in Liberia (Dick, 2002b). 

Despite the challenges they pose to the host countries, refugees contribute to the 

socioeconomic development of the host country through remittance and social capital of 

the refugees’ workforce (Harrell-Bond, 1998; Horst, 2008). The management of refugees 

by host governments also provides consistent flow of resources from other governments 

and international aid organizations in the form of foreign aid and donations (Butler, 2003; 
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Karen Jacobsen, 2002). For example, studies conducted among Liberian refugees 

socioeconomic ventures at the camp show that refugees have engaged in several activities 

that contribute to the socioeconomic development of Ghana (Addo, 2008; Dick, 2002a; 

Mensah, 2009; Sarfo-Mensah, 2009).  

The refugee population held a public protest at the camp against UNHCR, which 

raises several concerns including allegation of corruption, distrust in the process of refugee 

protection and the lack of humanitarian support (Omata, 2011; Sarfo-Mensah, 2009). The 

protest led to closure of UNHCR’s sub-office at the camp, which meant that only those 

refugees who can afford the cost of transportation would be able to access UNHCR’s 

assistance in Accra, the capital of Ghana. Under the mandate of the UN General Assembly, 

UNHCR must pursue protection, provide assistance and solutions for refugees (UN, 1951; 

UNHCR, 2001b). 

With the absence of humanitarian aid, most Liberian refugees live through 

remittance from families and friends overseas and assistance provided by community-

based organizations and religious institutions (Dick, 2002a; Dovlo & Sondah, 2003; 

Geueke, et al., 2005). The programs provided by these organizations seem less effective, 

because they lack adequate funding to meet the needs of the refugee population at 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement (BRS).  The continuous lack of UNHCR’s assistance 

towards the refugee population creates several constraints including reduction in funding to 

the sanitation team of the NCS, which is responsible for the disposal and management of 

municipal solid waste at the camp. Environmental hazards in this study means threats 

associated with the pollution of the environment through the inappropriate and 
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indiscriminate disposal and management of municipal solid waste (MSW) (Zerbock, 

2003). 

3.3. The Buduburam Refugee Settlement   

The Buduburam Refugee Settlement (BRS) was established by the UNHCR with 

assistance from the Government of Ghana in October, 1990 to host Liberian refugees 

fleeing the civil war (Addo, 2008; Dovlo & Sondah, 2003). The settlement is located in the 

Gomoa-East District in the Central Region of Ghana and is located about 32 kilometers (20 

miles) from the capital, Accra. The land on which the camp was built belongs to local 

Ghanaians of the Gomoa Buduburam, which is part of the Gomoa-East District in the 

Central Region. The Standing Committee of the Gomoa Akyempim Traditional Council 

(SCGATC) manages the land on which the camp is established (GNA, 2011). The camp 

land belongs to local Ghanaian of the Gomoa Buduburam village.  

Before the refugee camp was founded, the land was used by a mental health facility 

for people with acute mental illnesses. This mental health facility went out of business 

during the same period when Liberian refugees started seeking refuge in Ghana. The influx 

of Liberian refugees in Ghana caused the GoG and UNHCR to lease the land from the 

traditional council of Gomoa Akyempim for 17 years. The contract ended in October 2007, 

but was later renewed by the GoG and UNHCR for another five years. The elders and 

chiefs of the traditional council recently claimed that they have not being paid by the GoG 

and UNHCR for the displacement of local residents and farmers as a result of the 

establishment of the camp (GNA, 2011).  
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The camp is located near three towns of the Gomoa East District, which include 

Kasoa, Fetteh, and Awutu. Some Liberian refugees who prefer not to be settled at the camp 

live in these villages. They are refugees who came later after the camp land have been 

totally occupy by refugees. They lease apartments from local Ghanaian landlord as a price 

that is usually negotiated. Unlike the camp, refugees in these towns have access to clean 

drinking, proper sanitary infrastructures, and can easily access local resources that most 

refugees at the camp cannot access, such as seeking a job, schooling, and learning local 

languages.  
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The map in Figure 2 shows the district in which the Buduburam Refugee Settlement is 

located.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2: Map of Ghana showing the Gomoa East District 
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The Settlement Manager, the UNHCR and the GRB, subdivide the camp into 11 

Zones. Each Zone has a zonal head that works with the Liberian Refugee Welfare Council 

(LRWC) and the settlement manager. The camp is located on a land that is about 5 square 

miles in size and has been totally occupied by refugees and the local host population. 

Refugees continue to build new houses attached to previous structures because the camp 

land is limited. Because of this, one structure that may seem to be a single-family house is 

actually multiple structures connected by dirt bricks that host around 3 to 4 different 

refugee families.  

Because the camp land is limited and has been completely used, refugees either 

lease or buy land from local Ghanaian landlords. The local land authorities do not regulate 

these prices and payment of the land is not subsidized by UNHCR or GRB. Some refugees 

also rent rooms or even buildings from landlords for a monthly charge. The price varies 

and depends on the number of rooms rented or leased. The average length of stay for 

renting and leasing a room is 1 year.  

 The make-up of the refugee population at the BRS changed over time (Addo, 

2008). Refugees from Liberia, Sierra Leone, and Ivory Coast predominantly occupy the 

BRS. Table 1 shows the national composition of refugees at the BRS in Ghana that are 

currently under UNHCR’s protection. This chart does not include other refugees in Krisan 

Refugee Camp in the Western Region and newly arrive Ivorian refugees.  
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Source: UNHCR Global Report, 2009 

Table 1: Composition of Refugees and Asylum-Seekers in Ghana 
 
Persons of Concern to UNHCR at the BRS 
 
Types of Population 

 
Origin 

 
Total 

 
UNHCR Protection 

    
 
Refugees 

Liberia 11,000 11,500 
Togo 1,700 1,700 
Various 500 500 

 
Asylum-seekers 

Ivory 
Coast 

270 270 

Various 830 330 
Total  14,300 14,300 
 

Residents at the settlement received minimum humanitarian assistance from the 

UNHCR (Dick, 2002b). Their assistance comes primarily from families, friends and 

connections made with people overseas especially from the United States, Canada and 

Australia (Dick, 2002a; Mensah, 2009). New developments at the refugee camp such as 

the Internet business opened several windows of opportunities for both the refugee 

population and the local host communities.  

In 2004, local Ghanaian businessmen introduced the Internet business at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement. With Internet access on the refugee camp, refugees were 

able to access the Internet and make connections abroad with individuals, families and 

friends narrating their stories and seeking assistance. Many local organizations were 

established as a result of the Internet. Later, some Liberian refugees who had access to 

financial capital were also able to establish their own Internet Cafés. Local residents 

including refugees and local host communities paid about $1.00 USD equivalent in the 

Ghana Cedis to access the Internet for an hour. Access to the Internet is based on an hourly 
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basis. The map in Figure 3 shows the Buduburam Refugee Settlement and other refugee in 

Ghana. 
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Figure 3: Map of Refugee Camps in Ghana 
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3.4. Ghana Refugee Policy 

 Ghana is a signatory to the International Refugee Law of the United Nations (UN), 

the 1967 UN Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees, which broadens the definition of 

refugees and removed the geographic and time restrictions of the 1951Convention (UN, 

1951). Regionally, Ghana is signed the Organization of African Unity (OAU) Convention 

Relating to the Specific Aspects of Refugees (OAU, 1969). Nationally, the Provisional 

National Defense Council (PNDC) of the Government of Ghana under the leadership of 

President Jerry John Rawlings established the Ghana Refugee Law (PNDCL305D), under 

which the Ghana Refugee Board (GRB) was establish with the mandate of managing 

activities relating to refugees in the country (GoG, 1992).   

According to the Ghana Refugee Law, the influx of refugees at any point in Ghana 

is consider an emergency situation (GoG, 1992). The National Disaster Management 

Organization (NADMO) is the government’s agency that is responsible for the 

management of disasters and similar emergencies (GoG, 1992). NADMO also functions as 

the government’s agency that is responsible for the rehabilitation of people affected by 

disasters (GoG, 1992). The GRB works closely with NADMO, the Ghana National Police 

Services (GNPS), the Ghana National Fire Services (GNFS) and the Ghana Immigration 

Services (GIS). The GRB interviews and grants refugee status to asylum seekers from 

areas affected by civil conflicts or encounters political suppression.  

The President of Ghana appoints the chairpersons of GRB and NADMO through 

the Ministry of Interior (MoI). Both NADMO and the GRB appoint the Settlement 

Manager (SM) who serves a 5 years term before either being replaced or reappointed by 
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the president of Ghana through the Ministry of Interior (MOI). The Buduburam Refugee 

Settlement has a Refugee Management Committee (RMC). The RMC is made up of 

NADMO, GRB, the Settlement Manager, UNHCR and a representative from the MOI.  

Over the years, refugees expressed interest to be involved in the decision-making 

mechanism of their management in Ghana. It was against this background that the Liberian 

Refugee Welfare Council (LRWC) was established to serve as a bridge between the 

refugee population and the RMC. The RMC appoints the chairperson of the LRWC. Under 

Ghana Refugee Law (1992), it is illegal for refugees to engage in political activities, which 

include holding elections on the camp to elect officials of the LRWC (GoG, 1992).  
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3.5. Environment and Health Conditions at Buduburam 

 The environment on which the refugee settlement is built is predominantly 

grassland, which is a result of the savanna vegetation. The map in Figure 4 shows the 

major regions of Ghana and highlights the Central Region, which is mostly grassland 

biome.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 4: Major Regions of Ghana 
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Because of the savanna ecosystem that is predominant in the Central Region, 

refugees do not engage in rice production. Rice is the staple food for Liberians. Some 

refugees produce local vegetable and tuber crops such as maize, beans, cassava, tomatoes, 

sweet potatoes, yam and cocoyam. These are some of the crops that can be grown on sandy 

soils that are found in the region. Refugees have to buy rice from the local market, which is 

usually very expensive at about $50.00 USD for 25 kilograms of rice. They rely on 

remittances from families and friends to afford the amount to buy rice from the local 

market. UNHCR does not supply rice to refugees. When UNHCR was active at the camp, 

they stopped providing rice to Liberian refugees instead UNHCR distributed exchange 

maize. When refugees receive their supplies of maize they have to sell it to local 

Ghanaians vendors to be able to purchase rice. The decision to distribute maize instead of 

rice to refugees was a misguided decision taken by UNHCR Ghana to benefit local 

Ghanaians because they knew that refugees do not consume maize and would have to sell 

it at a cheaper price. The distribution of maize ended in 2003 with the termination of 

humanitarian aid to all Liberian refugees at Buduburam.  

Ghana has two main seasons; that is, wet and dry because of its location closer to 

the equator. The Central Region experience its rainy season from April to mid-November. 

It is hot and dry throughout the year, which contributes to the scarcity of water in the 

region. Water as an important environmental resource is limited in the region particularly 

around the camp. During the initial stages of the camp, UNHCR provided water to the 

refugee population. This process was impacted as more Liberians sought refuge at the 

camp in 1990 and 1997. In partnership with the Assistance for All Liberians (AFAL), a 
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local community-based organization, UNHCR provided affordable drinking water to the 

camp residents. The leader of AFAL traveled to Canada on the resettlement program in 

1998 and the projected terminated because no one at the organization could keep it 

functional.  

Another source of water at the camp that most refugees use is a local pond. The 

pond came about as a result of the sand mining in the area by a local realty company. The 

pond is usually filled with run off water from the community during the rainy season. 

Local refugee farmers and residents use the water for gardening, laundry, building 

construction, and other domestic activities. The use of the pond as a water source for 

domestic purposes has contributed to the outbreak of water-borne diseases including 

diarrhea, cholera, dysentery and typhoid fever. The picture in Figure 5 shows the pond at 

the camp with surrounding estate buildings. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Buduburam Pond 
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Municipal solid waste disposal and management at the BRS is a serious 

environmental issue. Just by walking through the camp, one will realize that MSW is 

commonplace. The UNHCR and the National Catholic Secretariat (NCS) along with the 

Gomoa East District Environment, Sanitation and Hygiene department initiated the 

municipal solid waste collection and disposal systems at the camp. The goal of the project 

is to collect and appropriately dispose municipal solid waste throughout the refugee 

settlement to minimize the negative health and environmental outcomes.  

Since the termination of humanitarian assistance to the refugee community, solid 

waste collection, disposal and management has been poorly funded and managed. To 

facilitate this process, in 2000 UNHCR donated twelve (12) 8-yard non-compactor open 

dumpsters and two tractors to the refugee community through the NCS. The dumpsters are 

strategically situated at various locations within the 11 Zones of the refugee camp. 

According to interviews and field data collected from the sanitation team of the NCS, solid 

waste are collected and disposed at a landfill. The sanitation team of the NCS is made up 

of Liberian refugees and Ghanaians. The landfill is located about 2 miles west of the 

refugee settlement. The team regularly collects and disposes solid waste on a daily basis 

except for Christmas holidays. A total of 12 trips are made daily by the sanitation team of 

the NCS. Each trip consists of about 50 tons of raw solid waste. A total of 217,800 tons of 

municipal solid waste are collected and disposed within the period of 363 days of which 

4,356 trips are made to the landfill. These figures do not include solid waste that are 

indiscriminately disposed in the drainage systems, public toilets, bathrooms and in open 

scattered or wild dumpsites throughout the outskirts of the camp. It only includes waste 
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collected and disposed at the landfill by the NCS sanitation team. The picture in Figure 6 

shows one of the tractors and dumpsters that is currently being used to collect and dispose 

of solid waste at the camp.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Despite the efforts made by both the NCS and the UNHCR to control the disposal 

of solid waste at the camp, MSW continues to be a major issue because only few solid 

wastes are collected and disposed through the system. The rest of the solid waste are 

disposed in drainage systems, scattered in unused community bathrooms, and latrines or in 

uncontrolled dumpsites located within and at the outskirts of the settlement. These sites 

serve as breeding grounds for pathogens and vectors that carry bacteria and viruses of 

infectious diseases, which cause negative health outcomes. Medical report of the Ghana 

Health Service (GHS) suggest that solid waste site breed pathogens that cause disease 

Figure 6: NCS and UNHCR MSW Disposal Team 
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outbreaks and land pollution (GHS, 2006). Some refugees also engage in the habit of 

burning solid waste in these scattered and uncontrolled dumpsites throughout the 

settlement causing land and air pollutions, the release of greenhouse gas (GHG) and other 

toxic chemicals into the atmosphere. The burning of solid waste in these uncontrolled 

dumpsites in the communities poses environmental threats to both the refugees and local 

host communities. 

The sanitary conditions at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement have deteriorated 

with the lack of assistance from UNHCR. During the rainy season, solid wastes in 

dumpsites are washed into the poorly maintained drainage systems. The drainage systems 

at the camp are stuffed with black plastic bags filled with trash and human feces. Some 

refugees defecate in the plastic bags at night and dumped it into the drainages. The 

drainage systems were constructed in such a way that they pass right in front of refugees’ 

houses. When the drainages are filled with liquid waste, trash and human feces they serves 

as breeding habitat for disease carrying pathogens. 

Yearly, solid and other waste blocks the drainage systems causing erosion in 

numerous communities. The degradation of the residential areas leads to internal 

displacement of refugees. This happens almost every year with no structure put in place to 

minimize its human and environmental threats on the affected refugee communities. 

UNHCR and GRB did not provide any form of assistance to refugees whose homes were 

destroyed by the flood.  
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The picture in Figure 7 shows one example of a drainage system that is stuffed with plastic 

bags and solid waste in Zone 6 of the camp. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Refugee community volunteers in each Zones, who used to assist in the removal of 

solid waste and cleaning the drainage systems are no longer available to work because of 

the lack of funds and materials (Dick, 2002a). Instead of solid waste cleanup, they devote 

their time and limited resources in search of food and money to sustain their families.  

Public bathrooms and latrines are also causing environmental challenges because of 

how they are use and maintain by both the refugee population and the sanitation team. The 

public bathrooms and latrines were built and donated to the settlement by the UNHCR in 

2004. Some latrine facilities are built in the middle of communities with Polyvinyl 

Chloride (PVC) pipes connected to the septic tank to create a ventilating system. The air 

Figure 7: Stuffed Drainage System at Buduburam 
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from this process pollutes the surrounding air quality and can eventually become a vector 

for both air-borne and food-borne diseases.  

In the early part of 2004, UNHCR and its implementing partners constructed and 

donated 11 public latrines to the refugee camp. These latrines are meant to serve 11,000 

refugees and local host communities. Some refugees at the camp have the tendency of 

disposing solid waste including plastic materials and other substances into the latrines. The 

micro bacteria in the latrines cannot decompose the materials and it prevents the sanitation 

team from emptying the septic tanks whenever it is fill with human feces creating a 

difficult situation in which the feces have to be manually removed from the septic tanks 

and a separate pit closer in the community to have the feces buried. Usually, the period 

between the removals of feces from the septic tanks to preparing the pit in which it will be 

manually buried last between 4-6 weeks depends on the availability of funds.  

When I was at the camp during this study, I photographed three separate latrines in 

the middle of three densely populated communities where this event was personally 

observed. The feces that were removed from the septic tanks in these instances were not 

buried until I left the refugee camp. It was one of the worst experiences I had at the camp. 

Human feces are disposed out of public latrine in at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement 

because the sanitation department of the LRWC and the sanitation team of the 

NCS/UNHCR project cannot afford the amount needed to apply chemicals that can 

decompose the feces and plastic materials that are intentionally disposed in the latrines by 

refugees during the night. When I was at the camp, I also witnessed three different 
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Figure 8: Human Feces from a Public Latrine Openly Disposed 

occasions when human feces were openly disposed around the latrines. The picture in 

Figure 8 shows human feces openly disposed in Zone 6 at the BRS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The public bathrooms lack adequate septic systems to control the discharge of 

liquid waste into the environment. Liquid wastes from bathrooms end up at the front doors 

of neighbors creating negative health outcomes and environmental pollution. The drainage 

systems that are connected to the public bathrooms are not cover as liquid waste flows 

through into the communities. Also, some refugees indiscriminately dispose solid waste in 

public bathrooms during the night and also use the bathrooms inappropriately to dispose 

feces. Most of the community bathrooms constructed by UNHCR are located in the middle 

communities. The use of the bathroom as dumpsite contributes to the outbreak of diseases. 
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The picture in Figure 9 shows a public bathroom constructed by UNHCR in Zone 1 that is 

used as waste disposal site by refugees. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

During the rainy season run-off water from heavy rainfalls overflow the boundaries 

of the drainage systems and flow into the homes of refugees carrying human feces, debris, 

mud, and other unsafe substances. The substances transported by running water from the 

drainages expose residents to several health related illnesses. There are few local 

organizations at the settlement that are involved in solid waste removal and disposal. These 

agencies receive no assistance from UNHCR to remove solid waste. The agencies 

continuously rely on donations from residents, other local organizations, religious 

institutions and some international volunteers and friends. Some of the community-based 

Figure 9: Public Bathroom as Waste Disposal Site 
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organizations that regularly assist in cleaning the local environment at the camp include 

Children Better Way (CBW), Population Caring Organization (PCO), and Point Hope 

(PH). These are some of the organizations apart from NCS that have sanitation programs at 

the camp and their programs are not funded by UNHCR.  

3.6. Refugees’ Protests at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement 

In recent years, tension between the refugees, UNHCR and the GRB continue to 

escalate. Liberian refugees continue to complain that they have not been fairly treated by 

the UNHCR and the GRB. With increasing tensions between the refugee populations, the 

UNHCR and the GRB those who usually volunteer in various communities at the camp are 

no longer involved in the process of solid waste removal. In February 2011, Liberian 

refugees argued that the authorities, which include the GRB and UNHCR, mismanaged 

funds that should have been used for projects for refugees. Children Better Way (CBW), 

Point Hope, the NCS and a host of other local, national, religious institutions are the ones 

actively involved in the process of solid waste disposal and management. However, only 

the NCS receives constant funding from the UNHCR to spearhead this process. 

There has been peace in Liberia since the end of the civil war in 2003. In 2005, 

Liberians elected their first post-war president with the assistance of the International 

Community (IC) and the United Nations (UN). President Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf was elected 

as the first female president of Liberia. Despite this democratic transition, many Liberian 

refugees still fear that total peace and stability has not been restored to the country fearing 

the need to return home (Addo, 2008). 
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Liberian refugees considered the local integration in Ghana as culturally, socially 

and economically impossible due to government policy that prevents the refugee 

population from integrating into mainstream Ghanaian society, the prospect of obtaining a 

job and language barriers (Dick, 2002b). One example of the government policies is the 

high cost and extensive bureaucracy involved in the application process for attaining 

residency in Ghana by refugees. The system of attaining permanent residency in Ghana is a 

difficult process for foreigners even if they have the right documentation. Refugees at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement have a long history of being stigmatized by the host 

population as criminals, prostitutes, former combatants, and drugs addicts.  

The lack of understanding between the refugee population and the host government 

made it difficult for refugees to consider local integration as an alternative (Tete, 2005). 

The tensions between the local host communities, the Government of Ghana (GoG) and 

the refugee population seem to be contributing factors hindering the process of local 

integration. Liberian refugees explicitly stated that they do not want to locally integrate in 

Ghana (Dick, 2002b). The GoG claims that Liberian refugees explicitly stated during the 

UNHCR and GRB verification process that local integration was not an option they would 

consider. I cannot generalize this claim because some Liberian refugees have been able to 

integrate into local Ghanaian communities on their own terms. The Liberian refugees who 

cannot locally integrate in Ghana claim that they have been mistreated by the GRB. They 

also claim that the economic hardships in Ghana would make life difficult for them if they 

were to consider local integration as an option.  
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The GoG express national security concerns over the continuous stay of Liberian 

refugees at the camp (GNA, 2011). The government claims that some people at the BRS 

are not refugees and are there to recruit fighters to destabilize their country in times of 

political upheavals. Refugee claimed that these accusations were based on rumors, but 

were acted upon by the frequent visits of military personnel of the Ghanaian National 

Police Services.    

In past years, the GoG through its intelligence agencies and security forces 

suspected criminal activities at the refugee settlement, which they claimed posed threats to 

national security. The government deployed security forces at the settlement on three 

separate instances in 2007, 2008 and 2011. During these incidences, refugees were 

assembled at a soccer field under the hot sun for several hours without permission to leave 

the area until their homes were searched for drugs and weapons. On February 14, 2011, 

Ghana security forces invaded the refugee settlement in response to a riot that was staged 

by refugees against the leadership of the refugee welfare council. The police forces were 

trying to calm the situation, but the situation got heated and it ended by the death of a 15 

years old female refugee who was shot by one of the police officers.  

UNHCR ceased the resettlement program for Liberian refugees on grounds that 

peace and stability has been restored to Liberia. Some refugees who have gone through 

various stages of the resettlement process are still awaiting to be resettled to a third 

country. The next stage to solving the refugee crisis at Buduburam apart from resettlement 

to a third country and local integration in Ghana is voluntary repatriation. Liberian 

refugees at the camp reject the voluntary repatriation to Liberia, and maintain that those 
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who committed atrocities during the 14 years civil war still possess authority and control 

over men they can use to commit crimes and that returning home would compromise their 

safety. Former warlords and tribal clans in Liberia have systematically targeted Liberian 

refugees who returned home on the voluntary repatriation in the early 2000 through the 

UNHCR. These reprisal attacks against returnees have caused fears for many refugees at 

the Buduburam Refugee Settlement to return home. This has contributed to Liberian 

refugees protracted stay in Ghana because they fear that returning home would 

compromise their safety since Liberia does not current have a national police and armed 

forces except for the presence of UN peacekeeping forces.  

3.7. Protracted Refugee Situations 

 The UNHCR (2010) defines protracted refugee situations as a “situation in which 

refugees find themselves in a long-lasting and intractable state of limbo” (p. 3). Their lives 

may not be at risk, but their basic rights and essential economic, social, and psychological 

needs remain unfulfilled after years in exile (UNHCR, 2001b). The protracted refugee 

situations are defined as when refugees spend more than 5 years in the first country of 

asylum or refuge without access to their basic human needs, such as, access to food, 

shelter, education, appropriate health care and sanitation, clean water and the ability for 

them to exercise their liberties from various fears against their humanity. It is estimated 

that about 10 million refugees globally are currently been held in protracted refugee 

situations mostly in developing countries (UNHCR, 2008; USG, 2011a).  

Refugees from Liberia are among the first five category of those currently in the 

protracted refugee situations (USG, 2011a). UNHCR in 2003 initiated the voluntary 
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repatriation program to assist Liberian refugees who wanted to return home. As of 2011, 

UNHCR voluntarily repatriated about 4,200 Liberian and 140 Togolese refugees with the 

bulk of the Liberian refugee population still remaining at the Buduburam Refugee 

Settlement (UNHCR-Ghana, 2011). It is likely that few Liberian refugees are willing to 

return home despite the fact that there have been two peaceful and successful elections 

held in Liberia since 2003. With the termination of the resettlement program and refugees’ 

resistance to integrate in Ghana compounded by their claim of safety to return to Liberia, it 

is highly likely that Liberian refugees will continue to stay at the camp in Ghana with no 

humanitarian assistance from UNHCR and no possibility for resettlement to a third 

country.  
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CHAPTER 4. METHODS AND DATA ANALYSIS 

4.1. Introduction 

I was awarded the 2011 Compton Foundation International Environmental 

Sustainability Research Fellowship through the International Development, Community, 

and Environment (IDCE). This award allowed me to travel to Ghana during the summer to 

conduct a study at the Buduburam Refugee Camp. Through this process, I was able to 

interact with state and non-state actors, the refugee community, local host communities 

and the refugee camp management committee. This thesis is a product of the field research 

project.  

4.2. Mixed Methods Research 

The mixed methods approach was selected as the appropriate research methodology 

in the process of collecting and analyzing data, specifically using the convergent study 

design in the process of data collection, data mining, analysis and drawing conclusions 

from the findings of both quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell & Clark, 2011). The 

purpose of the convergent study design is to collect different but complementary data on 

the same research topic to fully understand the research problem (Morse 1991 in Creswell 

and Clark 2011). The convergent design provides the opportunity for me to bring together 

“different strengths and non-overlapping weaknesses of both quantitative and qualitative 

research designs” (Patton 1990 in Creswell and Clark 2011). My choice for the 

“convergent design allowed me to triangulate the results by directly comparing and 

contrasting quantitative statistical results with qualitative findings for corroboration and 
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validation” (Creswell and Clark 2011, pg.77). The diagram is Figure 10 is modified from 

Creswell and Clark and forms the operational structure of the study design. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

The mixed methods approach in research allowed me to collect quantitative data to 

provide quantifiable results to make inferences of the entire population based on data 

collected from the sample size. The study also involved qualitative data collection to 

provide significant stories and meanings numerical information from quantitative data 

(Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989). The mixed methods approach in conducting research 

provided the platform upon which relevant and significant data were collected to test my 

Figure 10: Convergent Study Design 



 57 

research question on exploring the threats of environmental hazards on the human security 

of the protracted displacement of Liberian refugees at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement 

in Ghana.  

The methods used in this study involves the combination of qualitative and 

quantitative research approaches in the process of exploring a specific research question 

(Creswell, Shope, Clark, & Green, 2006; Humble & Byrne, 2007; Onwuegbuzie & 

Johnson, 2004; Rocco, Bliss, Gallagher, & Perez-Prado, 2003). Mixed Methods involved 

the collection of quantifiable data through the use of a survey, personal observations, semi-

structured interviewers, focus groups (Creswell & Clark, 2011; Creswell, Klassen, Clark, 

& Smith, 2011), freelists and pilesorts (Borgatti, 1998), digital photographing, geospatial 

data collection by the use of a global positioning system (GPS) and the collection of 

numerical data of municipal solid waste disposal (Creswell & Clark, 2011; Onwuegbuzie 

& Johnson, 2004; Rocco, et al., 2003). This mixed methods approach allowed me to 

identify trends and processes and provided alternative explanations to the identifiable 

trends and patterns. It is an approach that provides the bridge of understanding between 

quantitative data and qualitative data (Humble & Byrne, 2007). 

 The collection of digital photographs and waypoints by the used of a GPS system 

added significant visual graphical meaning to charts, tables and quotes presented from data 

that were collected using both qualitative and quantitative research instrumentations 

(Onwuegbuzie & Dickson, 2008).  
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 The decision to undertake a mixed method research in this study was centered on 

the question of the study. Drawing on previous studies that I conducted using both 

qualitative and quantitative research methods, I decided to employ mixed methods because 

of its strengths. A single methodological approach in investigating the environmental 

hazards of the human security implications of the protracted situations of Liberian refugees 

in Ghana would not have captured the details that mixed methods provide. This motivation 

and ambition to gather as much data as possible influenced my decision of the “third 

methodological” approach; that is, mixed methods (Creswell and Clark 2011). Mixed 

methods research widened the scope of my study, provided added meaning to the study 

and increased the robustness of my study during the research process (Yin, 2006).  

4.4. Unit of Analysis 

 According to Bernard (2011), units of analysis are the “main object, substance, 

individuals, groups or issues that is being studied in the study” (p. 39). In this research 

study, the unit of analysis is the environmental security threats and implications of the 

indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the local environment at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement in Ghana. 

4.5. Ethical Considerations  

This study was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 

Clark University, because it involves human subjects as the principle unit of data 

collection and analysis (Appendix A). I successfully completed the Web-based training 

course “Protecting Human Research Participants” offered by the National Institute of 

Health (NIH) Office of Extramural Research on January 30, 2011 (Appendix C).  
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4.5.1. Informed Consent 

The art of doing research requires the researcher to seek permission from those to 

be questioned in an attempt to answer the research question (Bernard, 2011; Creswell & 

Clark, 2011; Mikkelsen, 1995). Mikkelsen (1995) added that “the research process is an 

invasion of the privacy of those who are part of the research process and as such, an 

interference in national policies, in cultures, in community life, individual’s integrity, 

through a variety of means and methods applied by development practitioners and other 

academic scholars” (p. 340). She cautions that data collection techniques such as 

interviews, focus groups discussions, and other instrumentations of the research process 

seemingly puts the researcher “in a role for which an ethical framework is needed” 

(Mikkelsen, 1995). Mikkelsen (1995) outlined and discussed the eleven ethical issues a 

research must consider when conducting field studies. I informed each participant that their 

participation in the study was totally voluntary and that they can terminate their 

participation at anytime during the process. Participants also signed an Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) approved informed consent form, which outlined their rights, 

protection, privacy, and confidentiality (Appendix D, E, and F). 

Participants in the focus group sessions were contacted through the 

recommendations from my research assistants and also through prior connections. I 

recruited four research assistants (RAs) to assist with the logistics of the study. The RAs 

are Liberian refugees who live at the camp. The RAs also assisted in facilitating scheduling 

of venues for the focus groups. A venue for the focus groups was indicated in the 

recruitment letter for the focus groups. I gave each participant a consent form and the 
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content of the consent form were explicitly read to participants. I emphasized that their 

information would be kept confidential. I collected signed consent forms and copies of the 

statement confirming this information were given to each signee. I also tried initiating 

contact with the UNHCR head office in Ghana during the period of my study, but all 

attempts were unsuccessful. I visited the head office of the Ghana Refugee Board (GRB) 

and submitted my application to undertake a field research project at the refugee 

community. My application was reviewed and approved by the Chairman of the GRB who 

also represents the National Disaster Management Organization (NADMO) and the 

Ministry of Interior (MoI) of Ghana (Appendix B). These agencies in partnership with the 

UNHCR are responsible for refugee protection and management in Ghana.  

4.5.2. Limitations and Implications 

This study was bounded by a number of limitations and implications. Time was a 

major limitation for the study. During the summer of 2011, I traveled to the Buduburam 

Refugee Camp in Ghana where I lived for 45 days. Considering the length of time it took 

to collect the data for the study, I should have devoted more time in Ghana to know the 

refugee community in-depth because so many things have changed since I left the camp to 

resettle to the US. The challenge of thinking about situations at the camp where I lived for 

14 years was a difficult task to accomplish. I always felt as if I was still living at the camp 

and wanted to conceptualize issues as an insider. However, prior connections with 

residents of the camp made it easier to navigate the system to gather the data. The tensions 

between the refugee population, UNHCR and the GRB, prevented me from accessing more 
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resources in terms of gaining the permission to speak with staff of the UNHCR-Ghana. All 

the days I was at the camp, I did not see any staff member of UNHCR.  

4.6. Sampling Strategies  

 To answer the research question, I used the combination of sampling procedures 

and approaches to determine the population of the study. The sampling frame for this study 

consisted of Liberian refugees seeking refuge at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement in 

Ghana, staff of community-based and religious organizations as well as local and national 

state agencies working with the refugee population. The sampling frame also included both 

registered and unregistered refugees living in the 11 Zones of the refugee settlement.   

 I calculated sample size using the Creative Research Systems (CRS) sample size 

calculator (http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm). CRS is a private research software 

developer agency. The software allows users to determine how many participants out of 

the total target population that needs to constitute the sample size for quantitative data 

collection that would reflect the representativeness of the entire population of the study. I 

calculated the confidence level of 95%, with confidence interval of 9.2 and entire 

population of 11,000 and the result yielded a sample size of 112 for this study. The 

decision to use both 95% confidence level and 9.2 confidence interval were based on time 

and available resources for the study.  
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Figure 11 shows the sample size determination calculation using the Creative Research 

Systems, Web-based sample size determination calculator.   

   

 

 

 
 
 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 The Buduburam Refugee Settlement is divided into 11 Zones with an estimated 

number of households from 1-300 in each of the Zones. A Microsoft 2011 Excel file was 

formulated during my stay at the refugee settlement, which comprised of the 1,445 

estimated number of households of refugees’ families who are registered or not per Zone. I 

randomly selected integers from the MS Excel database that represented households from 

which respondents were recruited to answer the survey. I identified number of houses out 

of the estimated 1,445 houses at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement across all the 11 

Zones. A respondent from each of the households was asked to voluntarily complete 

Figure 11: Sample Size Calculation 
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survey (Appendix H). The chart in Figure 12 shows the percent of households randomly 

sampled by Zones.  

 
  

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proportion of the sample size from the entire population that answered the 

survey is statistically significant to make generalization from the findings of this study as 

112 cases were recorded (Bernard, 2011; Schutt, 2006).   

4.7. Data Collection    

The following is a discussion of the selection criteria and data collection 

procedures employed in this study. It discusses the various sampling strategies used in the 

process of data collection and a description of the sampled group. My research team and I 

Figure 12: Percent of Households Randomly Sampled by Zones 
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collected freelists and pilesorts on specific cultural domains from refugees and other 

community members that were available. The process of collecting these information were 

entirely based on the availability of the respondents to present their thoughts and 

perception on specific cultural issues that are relevant to the study (Borgatti, 1998). The 

freelists and pile sorts data collection process occurred during the initial phase of the 

research process to enable me understand the cultural perspectives of the unit of analysis or 

cultural domains (Bernard, 2011). 

I collected quantitative data using the Simple Random Sampling (SRS) strategy, 

which is a probabilistic sampling strategy to select a portion of respondents that is 

representative of the entire population to answer the survey (Bernard, 2011; Creswell & 

Clark, 2011). This is because the study would not be able to cover the entire refugee 

population at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement. Every single element within the 

population had the same equal known chance of being selected. The sampling frame 

consisted of house numbers of Liberian refugees that are currently living at the Buduburam 

Refugee Settlement, registered or not registered with UNHCR and the GRB, staff of 

community-based organizations, religious institutions and state actors (Addo, 2008).  

Unlike the probabilistic sampling strategies of quantitative data collection, 

qualitative data were collected using a non-probabilistic sampling strategies, does not meet 

this criteria and cannot be used to make statistical inference of the entire population of the 

study (Bernard, 2011; Creswell & Clark, 2011). Bernard (2011) added that, “qualitative 

research is essential if we are to understand what makes our world meaningful for people” 

(p. 72). That is, findings from data collected qualitatively provide stories to the numbers 
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contained in the quantitative findings. It offers an in-depth understanding of patterns, 

trends and processes of a particular study area and population and provides the possibility 

for triangulation (Creswell & Clark, 2011).   

I used the purposive and convenience or accidental sampling strategies were used 

to recruit individuals for both the semi-structured interviews and the focus groups. Each 

sample element is selected for a purpose, usually because of the unique position of the 

sample elements (Schutt, 2006). I selected participants for the semi-structured interviews 

purposefully based on their relationships and experiences working with the entire refugee 

population either as staff of an organization or state agencies (Creswell & Clark, 2011; 

Schutt, 2006). I recruited 13 individuals representing community-based, religious 

organizations, non-governmental and state agencies working with the refugee population at 

the BRS. Each interview lasted for about an hour. 

 The next step in the qualitative data collection process involved the recruitment of 

participants for the focus groups. Convenience sampling is a nonprobability sampling 

technique that recruits participants based on their convenience. Bernard (2011) describes 

focus group as “a group discussion of a particular issue where it is instructive to learn from 

the way people discuss things much as what they say” (p. 173). In order for focus groups to 

be effective it is best for the researcher to have adequate knowledge of the participants as 

well as their circumstances (Bernard, 2011). I recruited twenty-seven (27) participants for 

three focus groups sessions. Each session lasted for approximately 2 hours and consisted of 

seven to ten participants is the ideal number of participants for Focus Group (Stewart, 

Shamdasani, & Rook, 2007). The focus groups sessions were co-facilitated by a 
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moderator, a scribe, a timekeeper, and a second note taker. The designing, planning and 

implementation of the focus groups in this manner allowed us to collect in-depth 

qualitative data. It also provided us with the opportunity for the discussions to smoothly 

flow and conducted in a relaxed and friendly atmosphere focusing on all the spoken and 

unspoken details. The discussions were audiotaped as they were presented by participants 

during the focus group sessions and transcribed using Microsoft Office 2010 (Stewart, et 

al., 2007).  

Participants were asked to describe what comes to mind when they hear a specific 

theme. Participants then compiled a list of their thoughts on the questions asked. The list of 

responses provided by respondents is what is known as freelists (Borgatti, 1998). A total of 

77 responses were collected for 6 categories of domains of freelist relevant to the study. 

After the initial collection of freelists data, these domains were later collapsed into two 

broader categories or domains for further data collection and analysis. These two broader 

domains formulated the next step of cultural domain analysis known as pile sorts would be 

drawn (Bernard, 2011; Borgatti, 1998).  

Borgatti (1998) notes that pilesorts “seek to elicit respondents judgments of 

similarity among items in a cultural domain” (p. 12). Bernard (2011) also added that once 

the “salience of cultural domains have been identified using free list the next step is to 

determine how these cultural domains are related to each other by conducting a pile sort 

data collection and analysis” (p. 349). I collapsed the responses from the six cultural 

domains from the freelists into two distinct categories, which constituted the themes of my 

pilesorts.  



 67 

Participants for the pilesorts were recruited based on their availability and asked to 

“randomly sort and arrange the cards according to how the items relate to each other” 

(Bernard, 2011). A total of 52 responses were collected from the pilesorts that were 

administered. These data solicited to help elicit shared and understanding of the 

environmental security issues and challenges confronting the refugees and host 

communities.  

It is important to be able to visualize data on maps and through visual images of a 

specific geographic setting in order to effectively communicate trends and patterns as they 

continue to unfold within a specific location and context. Municipal solid waste disposal 

mostly in developing countries poses crucial social and environmental issues. There are 

links between MSW disposal, greenhouse gas emission, environmental pollution and 

negative health outcomes. In order to illustrate the adverse environmental and health 

effects associated with the indiscriminate disposal of MSW in protracted refugee 

settlements, I collected numeric and geospatial data using a Global Positioning System 

(GPS). I used a Garmin 60CSx GPS and recorded 132 specific waypoints of municipal 

solid waste disposal in open or wild dumpsites, landfill and drainage systems. I collected 

numerical data on the annual municipal solid waste disposal at the Buduburam Refugee 

Settlement, which is the status quo. The Buduburam Refugee Settlement Environment, 

Sanitation, and Hygiene Unit of the Gomoa South District provided this information. More 

data on solid waste were collected through the survey administered. The data collected 

include the composition and quantity of solid waste produced at the household levels and 

how waste are disposed. 
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 The study draws reviews and critiques of literatures in environmental security by 

specifically exploring the environmental hazards of such process. Secondary data were 

analyzed from policy documents and working papers of the UNHCR, social science 

journals, annual reports of developmental oriented projects, forced migration reviews, 

web-based articles and periodicals and research papers that were conducted by scholars in 

the areas of refugee issues, forced migration, development, security, human rights and 

environmental security. I incorporated secondary data in the analysis of the environmental 

hazards of MSW disposal at the BRS. 

4.8. Data Analysis 

 In this section, I discuss how I analyzed data collected using the mixed methods 

research. Specifically, I outline and discuss quantitative and qualitative analytical software 

used in the process of data compilation, data mining and analysis. I used the inductive 

approach in data collection and analysis. The inductive approach allows the data to 

generate the theory drawing on the theoretical frameworks of the grounded theory 

(Bernard, 2011).   

 I designed a survey to collect quantitative data that would answer the research 

question. A total of 112 respondents answered the survey that was targeted at Liberian 

refugees at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement and 77 freelist responses on five cultural 

domains and 52 pilesorts. During the process of data analysis, I used Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 18 to analyze all quantitative data. I entered all 112 

responses of the survey into SPSS. I then coded the data by identifying themes based on 

the questions of the survey; I attached numerical values and labeled themes using various 
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tools in SPSS. I included all cases in the analysis. I used SPSS to conduct frequency 

distribution analysis of specific demographic characteristics of the sampled population to 

provide a descriptive analysis of the population study. The demographic characteristics 

that I analyzed included age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, household sizes, 

estimated annual household income in US Dollars, occupation and employment status, 

marital status, years of entry in  as refugee and refugee status. I also analyzed variables of 

municipal solid waste characterization, composition and disposal techniques within the 

context of the refugee settlement.  

I collected 77 responses for 5 cultural domains relevant to the research question. I 

entered the responses into 2010 Microsoft Excel document to construct a freelist database 

for analysis. All cases were cleaned and included in the document. I uploaded the Excel 

file into Anthropac version 1.0 and conducted a frequency distribution analysis of the 

items for each of the unit of analysis. Anthropac is a “menu-driven DOS program for 

collecting and analyzing data on cultural domains. The program helps collect and analyze 

structured qualitative and quantitative data including freelists, pilesorts, triads, paired 

comparisons, and ratings” (Borgatti 1998). The software can be used to conduct statistical 

analysis such as “consensus analysis, multivariate analysis, which includes multiple 

regression, factor analysis, cluster analysis, multidimensional scaling and correspondence 

analysis” (Analytic Technologies 2011). 

 I collected municipal solid waste collection and disposal data through the 

combination of qualitative and quantitative techniques. I collected numeric data on the 

weekly solid waste collection and disposal from the use of a survey and the environment, 
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Figure 13: Landfill at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement 

sanitation and hygiene unit of the Gomoa-East district of the Central Region in Ghana. I 

also interviewed the sanitation and health unit of the NCS during a field visits at the 

landfill located about 2 miles outside the refugee camp. Figure 13 shows the landfill at the 

BRS in Ghana. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I used the Garmin Map 60CSx GPS unit to geocode specific waypoints of open 

dumpsites of municipal solid waste at the camp. MSW data were analyzed through the 

combination of analytic tools and techniques. A total of 132 waypoints of solid waste 

dumpsites throughout the settlement were recorded. I used the ArcGIS version 10 to 

analyze waypoints collected by the GPS and inserted the waypoints on a map layer of 

Ghana where the refugee settlement is located using the Global Coordinate Systems (GCS) 
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of 1984 (Haswell and Charles Haynes 1920). The GCS allows users to locate every 

location in the world on a map feature layer by using sets of numbers call coordinates 

(Haswell and Charles Haynes 1920). I used the feature layer of the map of Ghana to locate 

the Gomoa-East district in which the refugee settlement is located.  

I analyzed the annual municipal solid waste collection, disposal and management 

by calculating the greenhouse gas emissions by using the 2010 Microsoft Excel Municipal 

Solid Waste management greenhouse gas emissions calculator developed by the Institute 

of Energy and Environmental Research in German (IFEU, 2009). The system allows users 

to input field data from Low Income Economies (LIE) into an Excel database that 

automatically calculates the relevant greenhouse gas emissions. I contacted the institution 

before using the application and a resource person sent me an email with the attached MS 

Excel database.  

In situations numerical data were missing especially in developing countries, the 

IFEU’s MSM GHG emissions calculation system allows the users to calculate the 

greenhouse gas emissions by using the total annual waste. In areas where data are not 

available on the specific quantifiable composition of the municipal solid waste, greenhouse 

gas emissions calculator allows users to use the default classification of waste composition 

of LIE. The IFEU greenhouse gas emission calculator was developed to assist development 

practitioners and environmentalists working in developing countries to explore the 

environmental threats of greenhouse gas as a result of the disposal and management of 

municipal solid waste.  
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Table 2 shows the specific categories of analysis of the IFEU’s greenhouse gas emissions 

municipal solid waste calculator system.      

 

Source: IFEU, 2010 

 During the period of the field research, I conducted a total of 13 semi-structured 

interviews and 3 focus groups.  Interviews and focus groups field notes and audio 

recordings were transcribed using Microsoft Word 2011. I used Atlas.ti version 6.0 to 

analyze qualitative data. I used the software exclusively for the purpose of analyzing 

qualitative data. I transcribed fieldnotes, interviews, focus groups discussions and personal 

journals using Microsoft Office 2010. I uploaded the transcripts text data from the survey 

into Atlas.ti version 6.0. All cases were included and analyzed. 

I used the inductive approach in the process of identifying codes, quotations, 

categories and themes. I developed a codebook and explicitly stated the descriptions and 

characterizations of each code identified in the data (Appendix M and N). I continuously 

modified and redefined the codes during the entire analytic processes. I associated codes 

with specific quotations in the transcripts and linked codes to create an association between 

or among these codes and quotations to see how they were related to each other. I 

Table 2. Categories of the IFEU’s MSW Greenhouse Emissions Calculator 

Start Specification of waste amount, waste composition, waste characteristics and 
country-specific electricity grid 

Recycling Specifications for waste recycling, up to 4 scenarios can be compared 
Disposal Specifications for waste treatment and disposal, up to 4 scenarios can be compared 
Costs Specification of costs for waste recycling and waste treatment and disposal 
    
Result sheets Results are shown for each defined scenario and in overview of the up to 4 scenarios 
Calculation sheet Contains all calculations done, read-only 
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completed a modified grounded theory analysis to support the codes and themes developed 

(Bernard, 2011) 

I developed 83 codes during the initial phase of the analytic process. I linked codes 

with other codes to create density. The density of code shows how codes are related with 

each other. I merged similar codes with other codes to create 26 categories. Out of these 

categories, I collapsed similar categories to form the unit of analysis of the study. 

The used a mixed method approach in this study allowed me to explored the 

research question from several dimension and provided the opportunity to test themes and 

trends that were identified in both qualitative and quantitative data. In the next chapter, I 

present and discuss findings from the data in the study.  
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CHAPTER 5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

5.1. Introduction 

 In this chapter, I present the results and discussions of the quantitative and 

qualitative data that were collected and analyzed to answer my research question. The 

study explores the environmental hazards that are associated with the indiscriminate and 

widespread disposal of municipal solid waste in the local environment at the refugee camp. 

The results and discussions are presented simultaneously to draw comparative 

interpretations from trends and patterns both qualitative and quantitative data. The study 

was conducted at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement in Ghana. Participants that provided 

data for the study are Liberian refugees, staff of community-based and religious 

organizations, and staff members from state and non-state agencies.  

5.2. Population Description  

 The study was conducted at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement in Ghana, which is 

located approximately 19 miles from Accra, the capital of Ghana. The refugee settlement 

has been in existence since October 1990 (Dick, 2002a, 2002b). The settlement currently 

hosts approximately 11,000 refugees from Liberia. The collection of field data at the BRS 

occurred from July 20, 2011 to August 25, 2011. During the study, I lived at the refugee 

camp throughout this period. I sampled 112 respondents to answer the survey using the 

simple random sampling approach. I collected 112 responses from the survey. 54% of 

participants were male and 46% were female.  
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Figure 14: Gender of Survey Respondents 

The chart in Figure 14 shows the percent of male to female refugee respondents who 

answered the survey.  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The next demographic variable that I analyzed is age. Age is important because it 

tells me the different composition of the generations of the refugee population that 

developed over the years while at the camp. Some refugees were born at the camp, while 

others came with their parents and relatives when they were very young. It has been 22 

years since the camp was established. If the camp has been in existence for so long and 

with the mean age of survey respondents at 31 years, what this means is that most of the 

respondents that answered the survey were either born at the camp or arrived there when 

they were at a very young age. The results also show that most of the respondents were 
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young adult with mean age of 31. The chart in Figure 15 shows the age composition of 

respondents that participated in the survey.   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To understand the socioeconomic status of the refugee population at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement, I further analyzed other demographic characteristics to 

explore whether or not refugees contribute to the host country economically and socially. 

To test this assumption, I conducted descriptive statistics on the frequencies of other 

demographic characteristics such as marital status, level of education, occupation and 

source of income. The variables were selected for analyses to illustrate ways in which 

refugees contribute to the socioeconomic situations of the host country, in this case, 

Figure 15: Age of Survey Respondents 
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Figure 16: Marital Status of Survey Respondents 

Ghana. The results on marital status show that 72% of the respondents reported being 

single and 28% stated being married. The chart in Figure 16 shows the marital status of the 

survey respondents.  
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Figure 17: Levels of Education of Survey Respondents 

An analysis of levels of educational attainment of refugees show that 44% of the 

respondents obtained a high school education, 29% reported a junior high education and 

12% indicated that they have an associate degree. The chart in Figure 17 shows the levels 

of education of the respondents that answered the survey.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Employment was another important demographic characteristic that was explored 

during the study. Employment is important because most refugees at the camp are not 

currently receiving humanitarian assistance from the UNHCR. Refugees need to have a job 

in order to be able to provide food for their families in the absence of UNHCR’s 

humanitarian aid. Employment is also important because it allows me to explore whether 

or not Liberian refugees are able to secure a paying job in the mainstream Ghanaian 

economic system to contribute economically and be able to take care of their families 
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while living at the BRS. Just like in other countries, to work in Ghana one must have a 

work permit that allows an individual to legally secure a job. This law applies to all 

foreigners in Ghana and refugees are no exception to this law (GoG, 1992). The results 

show that 93% of the respondents indicated that they are not employ and 7% reported 

being employ in the mainstream Ghanaian workforce. The chart in Figure 18 shows the 

employment status of survey respondents at the camp. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

With the scarcity and competitiveness of securing a job in the mainstream Ghana 

economy, the challenges securing a work permit in Ghana and the termination of 

humanitarian assistance by UNHCR, refugees have no other option but to drastically seek 

other forms and sources of income. To solicit this information, I asked respondents to list 

their source of income. I asked for their source of income because majority of the 

Figure 18: Employment Status of Survey Respondents 
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population at the refugee camp are unemployed and are not receiving any humanitarian 

assistance from UNHCR to understand how they were able to survive since June 2003 

when UNHCR permanently terminated humanitarian assistance to Liberian refugees at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement. This will also provide information that host refugees not 

only “add burden” to the host country, but in fact, refugees do contribute in some other 

forms to the host country economic and social systems. The results from respondents’ 

source of income show that 63% reported receiving remittance from families and friends 

overseas particularly from the United States (US), Canada, and European countries, 20% 

receive assistance locally from community-based and religious institutions, while 5% 

reported being self-employed. The result suggests that despite the termination of 

humanitarian assistance by UNHCR, Liberian refugees at the Buduburam Refugee 

Settlement in Ghana are self-determined and self-reliant and seeks their own welfare. It 

also suggests that despite the lack of UNHCR’s aid, refugees contribute to the local 

economy of the host country by receiving remittance and other forms of assistance from 

families and friends abroad, from local organizations and from “self-help” initiatives.  

Because of the amount of Liberian refugees at the camp who receive money from 

abroad, the Agricultural Development Bank (ADB) and Trust Bank-Ghana both 

established branches at the camp with refugees constituting about 80% of their 

membership. Refugees who have families, friends and connections abroad receive money 

on a monthly basis. The money received through remittance use for food, rent, healthcare 

and transportation. Some Liberian refugees also share with other refugees financial and 

materials assistance received from connections abroad. The chart in Figure 19 shows the 
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Figure 19: Source of Income of Respondents 

source of income of respondents that answered the survey. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

I also explored the ethnic composition of Liberian refugees at the camp to 

understand the impact of the 14 years civil war on the tribal make-up of Liberians at the 

camp. That is, how did the war impact the general populace in Liberia and is that 

representative of the composition of Liberian refugees at Buduburam? It is assumed that 

the Liberian civil war affected every Liberian (Dovlo & Sondah, 2003) The results from 

the survey show that all the ethnic or tribal groups in Liberia are represented at the refugee 

settlement. Those who answered the survey constitute a representative sample of the 

refugee population. The results show that all the sixteen ethnic groups in Liberia are 

present at the camp. The Kwa ethnic group comprising of Dei, Bassa, Kru, Krahn, Sarpo 

and Grebo constitute the largest portion of the refugee population at the Buduburam 
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Refugee Settlement because 33% of the respondents reported belonging to the Kwa ethnic. 

This is partly due to the fact that this population was mostly targeted unlike other tribes 

during the Liberian civil war. The Americo-Liberian; that is, descendants of former slaves 

from the Americas constitute 21% of the survey responses. The chart in Figure 20 shows 

the ethnicity of the survey respondents.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The arrivals of Liberian refugees in Ghana can be linked to the stages of the 

Liberian civil war. The influx of Liberian refugees in Ghana started in 1990 with the 

arrival of approximately 1,000 Liberian refugees at the Tema Port in Accra. This was 

followed by the National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) systematic assaults on 

Monrovia on April 12, 1996 also known as “The Octopus” and the 2002 to 2003 massive 

Figure 20: Ethnicity of Survey Respondents 
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assaults on Monrovia by fighters of the Liberian United for Reconciliation and Democracy 

(LURD) and the Movement for Democracy in Liberia (MODEL) against the regime of 

Charles Taylor. These violent conflicts during the 14 years bloody civil war caused the 

mass movements of people to cross the international borders of Liberia and to seek refuge 

in other countries.  

During the study, I asked respondents to indicate the year they arrived in Ghana as 

a refugee. The reason for this question was directed towards two goals. Firstly, to establish 

the fact how long Liberian refugees have being at the camp and whether they are consider 

“protracted refugees”, secondly, whether they have return home since arriving in Ghana 

and whether or not they are willing to return home permanently. The voluntary repatriation 

process has been in existence since it was established by UNHCR in 2004. UNHCR and its 

implementing partners have been able to voluntarily repatriate 4,200 Liberian refugees. 

Most Liberian refugees at the Buduburam usually return home without UNHCR’s 

assistance and come back to Ghana using their refugee identity card. The inconsistency 

within the refugee population at Buduburam continues to create problems for both the 

UNHCR and the GRB in accounting for the total number of Liberian refugees at the camp 

and also raises questions whether or not Liberian are really refugees. Figure 21 shows 

respondents’ years of arrival in Ghana as a refugee. From the graph it can be deduced that 

since the dethronement of Charles Taylor as president of Liberia in 2003 and the 

establishment of a democratically elected government in 2005, Liberians are still leaving 

the country to seek refuge in Ghana. This also points to the fact why some Liberians are at 

the Buduburam Refugee Settlement continue to claim that returning to Liberia would 
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compromise their security and safety because government of Liberia is been assisted by 

UN peacekeepers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The UNHCR and GRB conducted two verification and registration exercises at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement to identify and verify whether or not Liberian refugees 

were still in Ghana. This was done because information indicated that some Liberian 

refugees were returning home to Liberian apart from the UNHCR voluntary repatriation 

program many people at the camp were not legitimately refugees. Refugees whose status 

were reviewed and verified were registered by UNHCR and GRB. All registered Liberian 

refugees received a refugee identity card, which states their name, date of birth, nationality 

and year of entry in Ghana. Refugees who came to Ghana after the verification and 

registration processes do not have refugee status, are not provided with a refugee identity 

Figure 21: Years of Entry in Ghana 
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Figure 22: Refugee Status of Respondents 

card and are not protected by UNHCR and the GRB (Addo, 2008). To solicit this 

information whether or not refugees were registered by the UNHCR and the GRB, I asked 

whether or not they had a refugee identity card. The data indicate that 77% of the 

respondents reported yes having a UNHCR and GRB refugee identity card, which 

confirms their legal status as refugees, while 23% reported they do not have a refugee 

identity card. Figure 22 shows the percent of Liberian refugees in Ghana who have a 

refugee identity card.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

To confirm that Liberian refugees at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement are 

consider protracted refugees, I asked a follow-up question on how long refugee have been 

seeking refuge in Ghana? This question is necessary to explore the protracted refugee 

situations of Liberian refugees at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement. The answer to this 
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Figure 23: Years of Stay at the BRS in Ghana 

question will also raise questions about why the UNHCR terminated assistance for 

Liberian refugees at the camp and why approximately 11,000 refugees still live at the camp 

when the camp was initially establish to temporarily host Liberian refugees fleeing the 

civil war in the early 1990s and 2000s? The data indicate that 99% of respondents reported 

seeking refuge in Ghana for more than five years, while 1% indicated that they have live at 

the camp for less then five years. The overall interpretation of this finding suggests that 

Liberian refugees at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement have been living at the camp with 

limited assistance from UNHCR and its implementing partners. The protection of refugees 

by UNHCR involves not only security from physical threats, but also assistance from 

threats associated with poverty, hunger, diseases, lack of education, and poor sanitary 

conditions. Figure 23 shows the number of years that Liberian refugees have been living at 

the Buduburam Refugee Camp in Ghana. 
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In follow-up interviews, a staff member of a community-based organization said:  

We have been here for several years and the GRB and the UNHCR have not done 
what they were supposed to have done to better prepare Liberian refugees who 
want to return to Liberia as a last resort. There are lots of complicated reactions 
and Liberian refugees on this settlement feel that their stay in Ghana has been 
protracted and there is a need for them to find a permanent solution. (PUPET, 
Ghana). 

 
Another response from a personal interview held with a member of the Liberian Refugee 

Welfare Council has this to say about their prolong stay in Ghana: 

We have gone through two verification and registration processes and I assume 
that UNHCR and the GRB have all the necessary information needed to a make 
final decision about our state here in Ghana as refugees. (LRWC, Ghana).  
 

A staff of an international organization working at the refugee settlement noted during an 

interview at his organization’s office at the settlement concerning the protracted stay of 

Liberians refugees and the consequences to their security in Ghana: 

The United Nations as well as the Ghanaian Government needs to specify why 
Liberian refugees have been kept on this camp for so long without access to basic 
services such as education, healthcare, proper and adequate sanitation facilities, 
and proper housing. So those who cannot return home and those who are not in 
school and want to go to school what is the UNHCR doing about them. (Point 
Hope, Ghana). 
  
Some Liberian refugees at the camp expressed frustration over the manner in which 

they are being treated at the camp. This frustration has resulted to some Liberians deciding 

to return home to Liberia after the January 2012 presidential elections in Liberia. In a 

personal interview, I asked a young Liberian male student what he thought about the 

situations of Liberian refugees in Ghana. This was what he noted that: 

I have decided to go back to Liberia not because I want to because I have no 
choices left on my plate. The only issue that may hinder me from going back to 
Liberia is the coming election unsuccessful. If all goes well after the election, I will 
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be back in Liberia by January 2012. (Student of CCLDC, Buduburam Refugee 
Camp, Ghana). 
 

Initially, Liberian refugees claim that returning home to Liberia would compromise 

their safety. With the resettlement program permanently closed, and local integration into 

mainstream Ghanaian communities not an option refugees claim they can accept, they have 

no option left but to involuntarily return home to Liberia. Some participants in the focus 

groups discussions held at the camp also shared their views on the prospects of local 

integration in Ghana and repatriation to Liberia after the 2012 Presidential elections in 

Liberia:  

For me, I don’t know about others but I made it very clear to myself that I will not 
want to be locally integrated because I don’t understand their local language. 
Employment opportunities in Ghana are very scarce and limited and the 
unemployment rate Ghanaian very high. What will be my chance to be employed by 
local Ghanaian companies who discovers that I am Liberian refugee?  If I can’t be 
employment it will become a complex issue not much more about others in my 
situation.  Ghanaians are very nationalistic; that is, they prefer to employ their 
fellow Ghanaian first before foreigners, even if they less qualify for the job being 
sought. I prefer to return home even though I do not want to go back because of my 
safety”(Liberian Student at the University of Ghana, Legon).  

 

A single mother of three children whose husband died at the camp due to Malaria 

also participated in the focus group discussion and this was what she indicated:   

Up to now those who want to return home are being given a return package of 
$150.00 by UNHCR to assist you return to Liberia and facilitate the process of in-
country transportation and to be used as a start-up money after you have being out 
of the country for about two decades. That is not right! Liberian refugees are going 
home voluntarily without the UNHCR supported repatriation program. We are 
going back home not because we think peace has being totally restored in our 
country. It is because we have no choice. We are frustrated at how the UNHCR and 
the GRB authorities are dealing with us-refugees. (A mother of three children, 
Buduburam Refugee Camp, Accra, Ghana).  
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In a follow-up interview with a staff of the GRB, he claimed that peace and 

stability has been restored to Liberia and Liberian refugees have no reason of fear not to 

return home. He also confirmed that many Liberian refugees have expressly stated that 

local integration in Ghana is not an option they would consider. Some Liberian refugees 

from the camp have even returned home voluntarily without UNHCR’s assistance 

providing transportation for their luggage from Accra to Monrovia. A representative of the 

GRB illustrates this:  

I know it is being done but as for now there is no plan the GRB has for local 
integration. But haven we said that, we have had series of verification process 
during which we’ve asked as to what refugees want and what option they want to 
take. These are the options whether to you want to return home, locally integrate or 
be resettled to a third country, but off course we have explained to them what the 
chances of been resettled are, what being repatriated entails, and if those are not 
successful what local integration entails But basically very few people have 
decided to be locally integrated into mainstream Ghanaian societies. It is a fact 
from the verification process and other events at the camp that most Liberian 
refugees at Buduburam do not want to hear anything about local integration, which 
is also contributing to the fact that why the decision has not yet been taken, 
because if the people had the will and interest to locally integrate I believe that 
may have influence the government to take the decision ever since. (Staff Member, 
GRB, Accra, Ghana). 
 
I also asked the staff member of the GRB what is the current process in place to 

allow Liberian refugees who want to return home with UNHCR’s assistance. This is what 

he added:    

With respect to going home, if today Liberian refugees decide to go home all they 
have to do is to walk to the UNHCR voluntary repatriation center and register to 
go home and UNHCR will assist them to go home. So that is not a problem at all. 
The GRB will work with UNHCR and provide the needed assistance for those who 
register to return home. (Staff member, GRB, Accra, Ghana). 
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When I was at the camp, I observed groups of refugees who regularly assembled at 

the Settlement Manager’s (SM) office every morning waiting for a representative of the 

UNHCR to arrive at the camp to start the registration process for voluntary repatriation. 

The groups of refugees were regularly told to come back the following day because the 

field agent from UNHCR cancelled his trip at the camp. They were told to return every 

other week during my visit at the camp. So, I decide ask the SM what was going on and 

why the UNHCR was not registering these refugees? 

UNHCR has not been visiting the camp as before. The site that they use for their 
offices has been occupied by other Liberian basically from the Neighborhood 
Watch Team (NWT) who claimed that their lives at the camp are at risk on the 
camp following the February 14 2011 crisis, because the NWT were primary 
targets by those proposing refugee leadership change. And now, before you even 
meet any UNHCR officials you have to go to Accra before you can access UNHCR 
services, which off course should not be the case. So now, UNHCR does not come 
to the camp. If anyone wants to register to be repatriated they have to travel 20 
miles to Accra. If refugees want their rights protected, people who are servicing 
them should be protected as well and so that is why UNHCR does not come at the 
camp anymore. (Settlement Manager, Buduburam Refugee Camp, Accra, Ghana).  
  
With the contradictory statements from both the staff member of the GRB, which 

manages all aspects of the refugee population in Ghana in partnership with UNHCR and its 

implementing partners and the lack of UNHCR’s active presence at the Buduburam 

Refugee Camp after the February 14, 2011 riot that left one female refugee dead, it 

becomes complex to understand why UNHCR would deny a group of Liberian refugees 

from registering to be repatriated?  

The conflicting views raise lots of questions about the effectiveness of the refugee 

management process of the GRB and the UNHCR. Some of the questions raise include, 

but are not limited to what are Liberian refugees still living at the camp? Why has UNHCR 
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stop registration process for voluntary repatriation since February 2011? These unanswered 

questions also raise additional questions about the credibility of the UNHCR’s voluntary 

repatriation program in terms of how well prepare the agency is in implementing its plans 

to have Liberian refugees voluntarily repatriate. Claiming that peace has been restored in 

Liberia as a condition for returning refugees to their home country and the termination of 

humanitarian assistance and at the same time denying refugees the right to register to be 

repatriated because of a “riot” at the camp undermines the legitimacy of their claims 

because the riot happened on February 14, 2011 and I was at the camp between July 21 to 

August 26, 2011 during which the group of refugees want to register to return home. It has 

been five months after the incidence and the camp was totally calm and peaceful during 

my field research.  
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 Liberian refugees at the BRS are allowed to leave the refugee settlement and travel 

to neighboring cities, towns and even out of the country as long as they possess the 

required travel document. When I asked respondents if they have traveled outside the 

country, 92% reported no, whereas 8% stated yes. The chart in Figure 24 shows the 

respondents’ answers to this question. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Those respondents who answered that they have traveled outside of Ghana all 

traveled to Liberia. This also confirms the SM’s claim that some people claiming to be 

refuges at the BRS are actually economic migrants and traders: 

Some people on the camp are not really refugees, because they have returned home 
more than once and yet still have their refugee status in Ghana. (SM, Buduburam 
Refugee Camp, Accra, Ghana).  

Figure 24: Respondents Traveled out of Ghana 
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This is significant because some refugees keep re-entering the country on the pretense that 

they are refugees; whereas, in actual sense they are economic migrants traveling to transfer 

goods and services between Liberia, Ghana and Nigeria. In a follow-up interview, a clergy 

member of the Refuge Baptist Church (RBC) at the refugee camp confirms: 

Some of our people (Liberian refugees) are the ones causing our downfall here at 
Buduburam. These people are not really refugees because they just consider the 
camp as a “transit point” between Liberia and Nigeria. They come at the camp 
with the notion as a refugee, but in actuality they are not. Even though they claim 
to be refugees, of which they possess the refugee status. The GRB and UNHCR see 
economic migrants from Liberia and conclude that everybody on the camp is not a 
refugee. This is wrong because even though there are people who come on the 
camp under these claims, there are people on this camp who are really refugees 
and they are the ones being affected by all these processes. (Clergy Member, 
Refuge Baptist Church).  
 
One of the reasons why UNHCR limited their programs and activities at the 

refugee camp is because they claim that refugees at Buduburam have no reason of fear 

from returning to their home country. Both the UNHCR and the GRB have indefinitely 

postponed new applications from newly arrive Liberian seeking refuge in Ghana. The 

population currently being recognized and considered for refugee status in Ghana are 

Ivorian refugees recently displaced by the just ended civil war in 2011, which brought to 

end the regime of President Laurent Gbagbo. 
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5.3. Results of Freelists Descriptive Analyses 
 
 In this section, I present and discuss the findings from cultural domains analysis 

using freelists. Key concepts that were explored during the study include respondents’ 

description of who is a refugee, what it means to be protected by UNHCR, definition of 

environmental protection and descriptions of the living conditions at the Buduburam 

Refugee Settlement. The domains were explored and analyzed using the gender 

perspectives of refugees’ conceptualization of key issues relating to the current state of 

environmental hazards at the refugee settlement. The concepts were generated after 

extensive review of the current literature on the human security discourse of refugees’ 

protection focusing on the environmental hazards of municipal solid waste. The use of 

freelists to conduct cultural analyses of specific terms provides understanding of how 

refugees at Buduburam conceptualized and operationalized these concepts in their daily 

lives.  

5.3.1. Refugee 

 In this section, I asked 9 respondents (5 males, 4 females) to list on an index card 

what comes to mind when they hear the word refugee? Each respondent was given an 

index card and a pencil to list the words that come to mind. This process was less intrusive 

because respondents were not asked any further question neither were they guided during 

the process of providing answers to the question asked. The respondents had the choice to 

either list words in a bullet format or capture their concepts in sentence or the combination 

of both. Whatever their choice they were free to decide on how to present their choices of 

words. For those respondents who could not write, my research assistants wrote exactly 
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Table 3: Respondents’ Definitions of Refugee 

what was conveyed to them capturing exactly as it was being said by the respondents. In 

the following findings and discussions, two descriptive statistical reports are presented and 

these are frequency and saliency. While frequency present the number of occurrence a 

particular phenomenon appear within a given period, saliency refers to the prominence and 

distinctiveness for any reason that a particular concept or theme stands out from the rest of 

the concepts or themes under investigation. Table 3 indicates the frequency and saliency of 

comparisons between female and male respondents’ descriptions  of what it means to be a 

refugee. The data indicate that while 80% of male classified refugee as “displaced person” 

or “unsafe”, only 50% of female respondents classified refugees as such. This suggests that 

some refugees at Buduburam considered their stay at the camp as a form of displacement 

even though they are under the protection of GoG and UNHCR. This also suggests that 

refugees do not considered the camp as a place that can be associated with home.  
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Female respondents classified being a refugee as a life that is full of “burden” (f = 

0.454, m = 0.288) and associate with “frustration” (f = 0.351, m = 0.211). While refugee 

males and females shared similar notion of the classification of who is a refugee, females 

are more likely than males to bear the societal burdens and frustrations associated with 

being a refugee because they are vulnerable and marginalize population. This is because 

refugee women are more likely the victims of societal pressures, stigmatization, domestic 

and gender-based violence and discrimination. The data also indicate that ‘hunger’ is more 

salient than any of the other items.  

5.3.2. Refugee Protection 

 Table 4 shows the frequency and saliency of comparisons between 9 respondents, 

which include five females and four males to describe the meaning of refugee protection. 

The process of understanding how refugees conceptualized and operationalized the 

definition and description of refugee protection is significant because it would assist me to 

understand the existing power relations between the refugee population on one hand and 

the UNHCR and the GRB on the other hand. Recently, Liberian refugees have been 

actively protesting for a durable solution to their protracted stay at the Buduburam Refugee 

Settlement. It seems that the UNHCR, GRB and the refugee population all agree that there 

is a need for a solution. Both the GRB and UNHCR consider voluntary repatriation, as the 

only solution since resettlement and local integration is not possible. Refugees on the other 

hand are claiming that the UNHCR’s assistance package of $150.00 per family head to use 

for in-country transportation and start-up undermines their motivation for refugees return 

home, since they have been out of the country for more than 2 decades. On this note, 
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Table 4: Respondents’ Descriptions of the meaning of Refugee Protection 

understanding how refugees conceptualize protection is a crucial point in exploring their 

human rights under international humanitarian laws.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Female respondents conceptualized refugee protection as the process of 

recognizing refugees and providing the needed status to cement their safety. The results 

show that access to education (f = 0.528), availability and affordability of healthcare (f = 

0.446) and possession of a refugee status (f = 0.402) were salient themes among female 

respondents, while security (m = 0.500), food security (m =0.406) and obtaining refugee 

status (m = 0.334) were more salient among male respondents. The results suggest that 

Liberian refugees’ women conceptualized refugee protection as having access to 

educational opportunities and healthcare. The creation of vocational skills training centers 

throughout the settlement by various women groups is a manifestation of this trend. Both 

genders do not consider basic rights (f=0.247; m=0.188) and discrimination (f=0.183; 
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m=0.143) as salient descriptions of refugee protection even though these themes appeared 

salient in follow-up interviews and focus groups discussions.  

5.3.3. Living Conditions at the BRS 

 The living condition at the camp was one of the domains that were analyzed using 

the freelists methodological approach. This process allowed me to explore how Liberian 

refugees live at the camp and what are the conditions that constitute their daily lives and 

how that influence the way in which they interact with the local environment specifically 

with the management and disposal of municipal solid waste. The question that I asked to 

elicit these responses was for respondents to describe their daily living conditions at the 

camp. There was no limitation attached to this question just as there was no limitation 

attached to other questions. Respondents were asked to list on an index card whatever 

constitutes part of their daily lives at the camp.   

A total of twenty-two respondents were recruited to complete this task. The sample 

group includes eleven females and eleven males. Both genders fairly agreed that the lack 

of education (f=0.370; m=0.382) is one of the major concerns that constitute living 

conditions at the refugee camp. Male respondents consider poor sanitation (f=0.188; 

m=0.548) as a salient theme as compared to female respondents. Female respondents 

unlike male considered injustice and insecurity (f=0.534, 0.470; m=0.013, 0.078) as 

significantly associated with daily living conditions. Accessibility and affordability of 

higher education is a major concern for both male and female respondents at Buduburam. 

Refugees claim that being repatriated to Liberia is not what matters, but what are they 

going to contribute during the process of post-war development when they at the camp do 
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not have the necessary skills and knowledge that is possible through education. Primary 

and secondary education at the camp is not free. Parents paid the tuition and fees for their 

children. UNHCR provides educational materials through the Ghana Education Services 

(GES), but does not subsidize teachers’ wages. Fees and tuitions that are paid to the 

schools by parents are used by the schools to pay wages for teachers and administrators 

and also for general renovations on school buildings and instructional materials.  

93% of the refugee populations are unemployed and relied on family, friends and 

connections abroad for subsistence. The UNHCR through its educational partner GES 

operates both a primary and secondary school at the camp. During the early stages of the 

camp, education was free to all refugees and the local host community. With the 

withdrawal and subsequent termination of all humanitarian assistance to refugees at the 

camp, the schools were impacted and teachers left the schools to work with schools 

established by religious and community-based organizations which charge fees and 

tuitions to students, but provided competitive teaching environment and instructions. The 

Buduburam Refugee Community Primary and Senior Secondary School (BUDUSEC), 

which enrolls close to 2,000 students per year gradually deteriorated in terms of students’ 

academic performance and instruction. This led to students’ failures at the West African 

Senior Secondary Examination (WASSEC) and the Junior Secondary Examination both 

implemented by the West African Examination Council (WAEC), a standardized external 

examination annually taken by students in the 9th and 12th grade before graduation. 

Students who do not pass these exams are not allowed to continue to the next level of their 

education. Table 5 shows the frequency and saliency between both genders provided by 
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Table 5: Respondents’ Descriptions of Living Conditions at the Camp 

twenty-two respondents’ descriptions of the daily living conditions at the Buduburam 

Refugee Settlement in Ghana.  

UNHCR through the Ghana Education Services pays the required fees for both 

exams and students are expected to pass. Refugee students continue to fail in the test 

causing UNHCR to significantly reduce the number of students whose fees exam fees can 

be paid for through the schools. Parents have to pay the examination fees before their 

children are allow to take the exam.  
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5.3.4. Environmental Security 

In this section, I present and discuss the findings from freelists analysis of 

environmental security. This concept explored at the camp after reviewing the human 

security discourse. Environmental security as a subset of the human security discourse 

seeks to protect individuals from both the immediate and long-term threats of 

environmental damage caused by either natural or man-made activities, which include but 

not limited to the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the environment. I 

recruited twenty-two respondents; that is, eleven females and eleven males to define what 

the concept of environmental security means. Participants were recruited based on their 

availability to participate in the exercise and no one was force in anyway to offer response. 

An understanding of how refugees conceptualized and operationalized environmental 

security assisted me revised and reframed my questions towards the issues of 

environmental hazards by focusing on the solid waste disposal at the camp. The data 

indicate that waste management (f=0.615; m=0.334); environmental protection (f=750; 

m=613) and environmental awareness (f=0.502; m=285) were salient themes that surfaced 

from the analysis. The results also suggest that refugees at Buduburam recognizes that 

environmental security is significantly associated with solid waste management and the 

threats of solid waste can be addressed through education and awareness campaign. 

Environmental protection is a salient theme that emerged among female and male 

respondents.  

The overall implication of the results is that Liberian refugees at the camp 

acknowledged that environmental protection is a significant and salient theme as well as 
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Table 6: Description of Environmental Security 

waste management. What seems to contradict these findings is the indiscriminate disposal 

of solid waste and human feces throughout the camp even in public bathrooms, latrines and 

drainage systems that should be respectfully used. While they maintained that the 

environment of the camp needs to be protected to ensure environmental security to 

minimize threats, their actions and uses of sanitary infrastructures and the local 

environment contradict their perception of what environmental security constitute, thus 

questioning previous findings that Liberian refugees have positive relationship with the 

environment just as they would back home. Table 6 shows the frequency and saliency of 

comparisons between female and male respondents’ definitions of environmental security 

within the context of the refugee settlement.   
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5.4. Results of Pilesorts Average Link Cluster Analyses 

In this section, I present and discuss findings from pilesorts average link cluster 

analyses. The concepts of human security and environmental security were derived from 

the collapsed list of items provided in the freelists by respondents. Respondents were 

randomly sampled base on their availability to arrange index cards containing words that 

represents these two themes. Different respondents sorted each pile. The following are the 

results of the average link cluster analysis conducted from the list of piles provided by the 

respondents. Average link clustering is a multi-dimensional scaling in pilesorts analysis 

that provides the average distance between the members of the two clusters.  

5.4.1. Human Security 

 Human security involves the protection of individuals from threats that undermine 

their freedom, safety, and prevents them from self-actualization as Maslow indicated in his 

work the hierarchy of human needs (Maslow, 1943). As part of my study, I explored how 

refugees conceptualize human security within the context of their stay in Ghana as 

refugees. Twenty-six respondents completed the pilesorts on human security (13 females 

and 13 males). Information about their age, gender and duration at the camp constituted the 

demographic data that were collected. Each respondent was asked to range a pile of index 

cards with fourteen themes that were collapsed from the freelists. The lists of piles 

arranged by the respondents were written exactly as they appeared. Respondents were 

asked for justification why they arrange the piles according to the format in which they 

appeared. The result shows that refugee status and human rights are closely linked with 

security and justice in Cluster 1. Cluster 2 illustrates that food security and finance were 
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closely associated while wellness and education seems unlikely linked to each other. 

Cluster 3 shows that every components of refugee description of human security are linked 

to each other with non-discrimination, UNHCR protection, affordable housing and 

healthcare closely linked. The overall implications of these results suggest that refugees at 

the BRS have an understanding of the concept of human security and how that concept 

applies to their living conditions at the refugee camp. Figure 25 shows the average link 

cluster of respondents’ conceptualization of human security.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 25: Average-Link Cluster Analysis of Human Security 
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5.4.2. Environmental Security 

 Environmental security is the protection of individuals from threats of the 

environment that are either caused by natural disasters or by man-made activities. In this 

study, I explored the concept of environmental security from the perspectives of 

environmental threats associated with the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste 

in the local environment of the camp. Thirty-three respondents were recruited based in 

their availability to complete the pilesorts of which eighteen respondents were female and 

fifteen were male. They were asked individually to sort the piles of index cards containing 

words that relate to environmental security (ES) collapsed from the freelists. Thirty-three 

responses were collected and analyzed.    

The results show that all the concepts relating to ES in Cluster 1 provided and 

sorted by refugees were closely associated with each item in that cluster. The theme in ES 

that is best described by the concepts in Cluster one relates to resource management. In 

Cluster 2, recycling, sanitation, disease control and healthy environment were closely 

linked and demonstrated refugees’ conception of sanitation as a common theme in that 

cluster. In Cluster 3, the results show that education through community awareness, 

community clean up campaign and sustainable use of local resources constitute ES. The 

overall meaning of these results indicate that Liberian refugees at the Buduburam Refugee 

Settlement understand that there is a link between environmental security and their state in 

Ghana as refugees. Refugee respondents’ understanding and knowledge of the concept of 

environmental security demonstrated in these results contradicts the reality of the 

indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste throughout the refugee camp.  
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Figure 26: Average-Link Cluster Analysis of Environmental Security 

Figure 26 shows the average-link cluster results of all the responses.  
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5.5. Environmental and Health Impacts of Municipal Solid Waste at the Camp 

 In 1996, the UNHCR through the NCS established the municipal solid waste 

collection and disposal system at the refugee camp. The UNHCR provided tractors, 

movable dumpsters, and other materials to the sanitation team of the NCS and the LRWC. 

UNHCR also provided stipend and other forms of assistance to those who volunteered as 

well as those contracted to regularly collect, transport and dispose municipal solid waste 

(Dick, 2002b). With the termination of all humanitarian assistance in 2000 by UNHCR to 

the refugee population at the Buduburam Refugee camp except for voluntary repatriation, 

solid waste program what significant impacted. Since then solid waste collection and 

disposal continues to be a major threat at the camp impacting the health refugees and host 

communities and the local environment. According to the health report of Gomoa-East 

released by the Ghana Health Services (GHS), environmental health and sanitation are 

essential factors contributing to the health, productivity and welfare of people in the 

district (GHS, 2006). Health report indicates that most diseases reported at the health 

facilities within the camp and nearby towns are sanitary related, which is associated with 

the inadequate disposal of municipal solid waste (GHS, 2006). Some of the negative health 

outcomes that are associated with the poor disposal of municipal solid waste and untreated 

drinking water that are high on the camp and in neighboring towns include diarrhea, 

dysentery, cholera, vibrio illness, hepatitis A typhoid, intestinal worms, and amoebiasis 

(GHS, 2003, 2006). 

During my visit at the camp over the summer of 2011, the problem of solid waste 

became widespread such that every community at the camp had some open or wide 
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dumpsites even though the communities had access to a dumpster that is regularly check 

by the NCS sanitation team. Solid waste is widespread throughout the community that 

drainage, public latrine and bathroom systems are scattered dumpsites. At night, residents 

defecate in black plastic bags and are either dumped into open drainage systems or  in 

public latrines and bathrooms. This causes the drainage systems to become polluted and 

blocked with plastic bags and prevents the regular flow of sewage or wastewater. The 

public bathrooms also become unusable and create other issues for refugees who do not 

have their own private bathrooms in their homes. This was a practical experience for me 

when I first decided to use the public bathroom. I could not because solid waste and human 

feces in bags were on the floor of the bathroom in the community I was staying at the 

camp. 

 Municipal solid waste is collected by the sanitation team and is transported to a 

landfill located approximately 2 miles west of the settlement. There the waste is openly 

burned at the landfill. The workers manually unload the solid waste by using poorly 

equipped tools. UNHCR through the NCS provide basic equipment to the team at least 

twice a year. They worked throughout the year with the tools provided by NCS. The 

workers do not have health insurance as they have to buy the GHS National Health 

Insurance Scheme (NHIS) just like other refugees. At least for them they have a monthly 

wage of 20 Ghana Cedis, which is equivalent to $14.00 USD pay to them by the 

NCS/UNHCR. The workers are exposed to occupational hazards from solid waste disposal 

because they do not have the proper materials to prevent themselves from exposure to toxic 

chemicals. They also expose their families to the same hazards levels when they leave the 
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landfill with their work attires still on.  The picture in Figure 27 shows one member of the 

UNHCR/NCS sanitation team unloading a dumpster at the landfill.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One of the workers of the sanitation team during a field visit indicated that:  

Some people defecate in the black plastic bag and throw in the drainage system 
and all these things cause serious pollution and serves risky behaviors that could 
potentially harm our health. Some people even go as far as defecating in plastic 
bags in their various houses and throw that in their trash and dumped it into the 
community dumpster, which is then collected by the sanitation team who has to 
manually remove those waste into the camp’s landfill. This is a serious problem 
and one that puts other people at risk of contracting serious illnesses. 
(UNHCR/NCS, Sanitation Team, Buduburam Refugee Camp, Ghana). 

 

Another member of the sanitation team of NCS at the landfill unloading one of the 

dumpsters completely filled with solid waste added that:   

 

Figure 27: NCS Sanitation Team Member at Landfill 
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Whenever it is rainy that is the time some people here on the camp remove their 
trash and put it into the drainage system thinking that the rainfall will wash it 
away. But that isn’t the case, because there are people also living along the 
drainage system and when the waterway is block by the objects that the throw into 
the system those who live along the drainage system experience flooding. 
(UNHCR/NCS, Sanitation Team, Buduburam Refugee Camp, Ghana). 
 

In a follow-up interview with the Gomoa-East District, the Chief Officer for 

Sanitation, Hygiene and Environmental Unit, added that the rapid population growth of the 

refugee camp along with the increase disposal of municipal solid waste is a major 

challenge to the entire region:   

We at this office; that is, the Gomoa-East District are only concern with the 
sanitation aspect of this refugee settlement and how we can minimize the 
environmental influences as a result of the large population of Liberian refugees. A 
relatively significant amount of the refugee population is still abusing these 
facilities, which are meant for their own safety and protection against illnesses. 
(Gomoa-East District, SHE Unit, Ministry of Environment, Ghana). 
 

When asked what the regional government is doing to solve the solid waste conditions at 

the refugee camp? He noted that: 

The Central Region District Assembly cannot help because the amount of solid 
waste that is produced from the camp on a daily basis surpass those that are 
produced in other towns and as such DA does not have the capacity to assist. 
(Gomoa-East District, SHE Unit, Ministry of Environment, Ghana). 

 

In a follow-up question, I asked what needed to be done to minimize the 

environmental hazards of solid waste at the camp? He suggested that:   

We could have programs to help refugees with some of their basic needs to us clean 
up their “own environment” and neighborhood that will be great because we also 
realized that the very few that are still interested to do the job in making sure to 
keep the communities at the camp clean needs to also find food for their family. 
UNHCR has been paying the stipend for the sanitation workers, but still there is 
more that needs to be done. (Gomoa-East District, SHE Unit, MoE, Ghana).  
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In a personal interview with a staff member of the sanitation committee of the 

LRWC, he notes that refugees at the camp need to take responsibility of their own 

environment and help protect the infrastructures at the camp for their own safety:    

If we cannot protect and manage the very little that we have on hand appropriately 
and effectively how can we also manage those sophisticated and most advanced 
systems that we cannot get? The latrines work in such a way that we have a pipe 
connected to the septic that circulates air and there are also water and bacteria 
within the system that helps in breaking down the human excreta. Some people 
defecate into plastic bags and these plastic bags end up in the latrine, which makes 
it very difficult for the bacteria to breakdown the waste. (Sanitation Committee, 
LRWC, Buduburam, Ghana).  

 

Numerical data on municipal solid waste were collected from the Gomoa-East 

District’s Sanitation, Hygiene and Environment Unit and the sanitation team of the NCS 

located at the camp. More data on refugees’ accumulation and disposal of solid waste were 

collected by the use of a survey. Respondents who answered the survey were asked 

questions about their relationship with the local environment, knowledge and use of the 

camp’s solid waste collection and disposal system and how often they used the system. 

Other questions that were asked include the solid waste composition, whether or not they 

recycle and other methods of solid waste disposal practiced? Annual solid waste collection 

and disposal were analyzed to illustrate its health and environmental impacts on the 

refugee population as well as the local host community. The data collected were analyzed 

using a 2010 Microsoft Excel database to calculate the greenhouse gas emissions from 

through the current MSW system at the camp.  

 When I asked how refugees would rate their relationship with the local 

environment, 91% of the respondents reported that they have a positive relationship with 
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Figure 28: Respondents’ Relationship with the Environment 

the local environment, while less than 6% of the respondents reported that they have a 

neutral relationship. The chart in Figure 28 illustrates the frequency of the respondents that 

answer the survey relationship with the local environment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The response contradicts the level of pollution that I observed at the camp during 

my field research in Ghana. I used a GPS unit to geocode 132 waypoints of open 

dumpsites throughout the refugee camp. Each waypoint recorded by the GPS unit 

represents a specific geographic location at the camp were solid waste are indiscriminately 

disposed. These pictures explain the contradiction of refugees’ claims of having a positive 

relationship with the local environment. Solid waste can be seen throughout the camp as 
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one walks through. The pictures in Figures 29 and 30 of solid waste disposal dumpsites 

number 25 and 132 are located examples of some of the solid waste sites at the camp.  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 29: MSW Dumpsite 25 

Figure 30: MSW Dumpsite 132 
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I asked a follow-up question about how often they cared about the local 

environment at the camp. Respondents noted that despite the fact that they are not in their 

home country, they still feel the same way for the environment of the camp as if they were 

back in their home country. The results indicate that 95% of the respondents reported they 

often cared about the environment of the refugee settlements, while 5% indicated that they 

neutral. The chart in Figure 31 illustrates how often respondents care about the local 

environment at the refugee camp. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 31: Respondents' Care of the local Environment 
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Figure 32: Respondents’ Familiarity with the MSW System 

When I asked how familiar they were with the municipal solid waste collection and 

disposal system at the camp, 90% of the respondents reported being familiar with the 

system, while only 10% indicated that they are unfamiliar with the solid waste disposal 

system at the camp. The chart in Figure 32 shows respondents’ familiarity with the MSW 

collection and disposal system at the camp. 
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I asked respondents whether or not the NCS had a dumpster located in their 

communities? The data indicate that 84% of the respondents reported that there is a 

dumpster provided by the NCS in their community and 16% reported there is no dumpster 

in their community. The solid waste dumpsters are located at a centralized area within each 

of the 11 Zones at the camp. The dumpsters are emptied once a day by the UNHCR/NCS 

sanitation team. The collected solid waste is transported to the landfill to be disposed. The 

chart in Figure 33 shows dumpster location in communities at the camp.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 33: Dumpster located in respondents’ community 
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Figure 34: Respondents’ Use of Community Dumpster 

When I asked how often they used the dumpster located in the community, 94% of 

the respondents indicated they often use the dumpster, while 6% reported they never use 

the dumpster to dispose solid waste. The chart in Figure 34 shows respondents’ use of 

dumpster at the camp.  
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These results indicate that refugees at the camp are aware of the municipal solid 

waste collection and disposal system at the refugee settlement, which is implemented by 

the NCS. They know how the MSW system operates. However, these findings contradict 

physical evidence of MSW throughout the camp. The presence of solid waste disposed in 

open and wild dumpsites, drainage systems, and public latrines and community bathrooms 

illustrate that very little has been done on the part of Liberian refugees to control solid 

waste at the camp. Solid waste dumpsters donated by UNHCR are located in each of the 11 

Zones throughout the refugee settlement. Refugees are still indiscriminately disposing 

solid waste in the local environment at the camp. The link between solid waste disposal 

and the outbreak of water-borne disease such as cholera, diarrhea, dysentery and other 

diseases within the Gomoa-East District has been confirmed by the Ghana Health Service 

through its districts’ report (GHS, 2006).  

It also contradicts previous claims made by Liberian refugees at the camp that they 

care for the local environment just as they would care for the local environment back home 

in Liberia. UNHCR through the NCS built public latrines, bathrooms, and drainage 

systems and established the solid waste collection and disposal systems. Liberian refugees 

have not being effectively and appropriately using these sanitary facilities and systems. 

The results show that with all the assistance being provided by UNHCR through its 

implementing partners, refugees at Buduburam are still demanding more while at the same 

time paying lesser attention and care to services and facilities they already have at the 

camp. 
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Dick (2002b) argues that the deteriorating sanitary conditions at the Buduburam 

Refugee Settlement is a result of social issues that generated from the years of absence of 

humanitarian assistance to refugees and cultural disposition of Liberians against public 

facilities such as waste disposal, using public latrines and drainage systems 

inappropriately. The sanitary conditions at the camp also points to the fact that NCS has 

being doing little to regulate how solid waste is being disposed in the environment in order 

to ensure the protection of not only refugees, but also local host communities as most 

environmental resources, such as land, water and the air are shared by refugees and host 

communities. The UNHCR has significantly decreased all assistance to the refugee 

population and is currently directing its resources towards the voluntary repatriation 

process to assist refugees who want to return home.  

Apart from the UNHCR/NCS MSW collection and disposal systems currently at 

the camp, I wanted to know whether or not respondents had other forms solid waste 

disposal and how often they use those forms of solid waste disposal. I asked what other 

means do refugees used to dispose their waste? The data indicate that 89% of the 

respondents reported disposing solid waste through other forms, while 11% indicated 

remaining consistent with the NCS and UNHCR solid waste system at the camp. This 

suggests that at some point most residents at the camp disposed solid waste through other 

forms other than the NCS’s structure set in place to control solid waste disposal in the local 

environment. Some refugees claim that because the NCS sanitation team empties the 

dumpster once a day, the dumpster gets filled quickly and when that happens they have no 
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other choice, but to dispose the solid waste in the local environment. Figure 35 illustrates 

respondents’ use of other disposable forms for solid waste.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

I asked a follow-up question to determine the forms of waste disposal that were 

being implemented at the camp apart from the NCS/UNHCR system. The results if 

significant would allow me to recommend appropriate measures to address these issues if 

indeed such methods of waste disposal by refugees were contributing to the current solid 

waste situation at the camp.  47% of the respondents reported they disposed their waste in 

scattered dumpsites or in the drainage systems and unused public bathrooms, 39% 

indicated they disposed waste by open burning, while 16% pointed out that they dispose in 

Figure 35: Respondents’ Use of Other forms of Waste Disposal 



 121 

wild dumpsites located at the outskirts of the camp. Figure 36 illustrates respondents’ 

choice of MSW disposal apart from the NCS system.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Drawing from the responses provided by refugees’ use of other forms of MSW 

disposal in the local environment, I asked a follow-up question how often they use these 

kinds of methods for the disposal of solid waste. The result confirms that 96% of 

respondent who reported using other forms of solid waste disposal such as scattered waste, 

open burning and wild dump, often use these forms of MSW disposal. This confirms why 

municipal solid waste is so widespread throughout the camp. The solid waste issue at the 

camp as identified from the data can be attributed to not only the fact the UNHCR 

withdrew assistance from the camp, but also Liberian refugees do not really care much for 

the local environment of the camp. Some refugees claimed that the camp is just a transit 

point even though they have been living there for more than 2 decades. Local Ghanaian 

Figure 36: Other Methods of MSW Disposal at the camp 
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host considered Liberian refugees to be destructive to the environment because of how 

solid waste is being managed at the camp. Figure 37 shows the how often respondents’ at 

the camp use scattered waste, open burning and wild dumpsites as alternative MSW 

disposal techniques, which has both negative health and environmental outcomes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What I can conclude from the above findings concerning the indiscriminate 

disposal of MSW in the local environment of the camp is that, most refugees at the camp 

are not using the NCS/UNHCR’s MSW disposal system, which accounts for the 

widespread and indiscriminate presence of solid waste throughout the camp. It is always a 

good idea to explore the composition and characteristics of MSW that is being produced at 

the camp to examine the amount of environmental hazards that the widespread disposal of 

waste into the local environment would result into. To find out, I asked respondents to list 

the composition of solid waste produced at home on a daily basis. I used the default 

Figure 37: Refugees’ use of other MSW disposal techniques 
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classifications of MSW composition in percentages of wet weight provided by IFEU and 

categorized respondents’ lists into one of IFEU’s solid waste composition (IFEU, 2009). 

Since the study was conducted in Ghana and with refugees, I used the default percentages 

of Low Income Economies (LIE) instead of the Middle Income Economies (MIE). Table 7 

shows the IFEU’s municipal solid waste greenhouse gas emission calculator composition.    

Table 7: IFEU’s MSW Composition in Percentages of Wet Weight 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: IFEU, 2010 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Components Default LIE Default MIE in % wet waste 
Food waste 55.4% 41.9% 55.4% 
Garden and park waste 9.2% 14.0% 9.0% 
Paper, cardboard 3.7% 9.3% 3.7% 
Plastics 2.8% 6.5% 2.8% 
Glass 1.2% 1.9% 1.2% 
Ferrous Metals 1.4% 1.9% 1.4% 
Aluminum 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 
Textiles 1.4% 3.3% 1.4% 
Rubber, leather 1.4% 1.9% 1.4% 
Nappies (disposable diapers) 0% 4.0% 1.0% 
Wood 3.5% 6.0% 3.5% 
Mineral waste 6.0% 3.0% 6.0% 
Others 13.8% 5.8% 13.0% 
Total 100.0% 100% 100.00% 
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Respondents were asked to list the composition of MSW produced at home. The 

data show that 35% of solid waste produced at home is from food, 18% from garden, 11% 

from plastic products, and 7% from paper products. Figure 38 lists the composition of 

MSW produce at the camp.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This figure does not include the estimated Total Waste Amount (TWA) that I 

generate with the NCS sanitation team at the landfill during my visit. I calculated the 

estimated TWA separately to determine the greenhouse gas emissions from solid waste 

disposed at the camp.    

Apart from the disposal of solid waste, I also explored whether or not refugees at 

the camp were recycling any of the materials of their solid waste and if so, what materials 

Figure 38: Daily Household Composition of MSW Production 
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Figure 39: Respondents who Recycle MSW 

were being recycled and how often were they recycling these items? The finding indicates 

that 68% reported that they recycle, while 32% indicated they do not recycle. The chart in 

Figure 39 shows respondents who recycled some items of their solid waste. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

 When I asked what exactly refugees recycled from solid waste produced at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement, 45% of the respondents reported recycling ferrous metals, 

garden or park, and plastic waste, 13% recycled textiles and 23% reported that they 

recycled glass and paper or cardboard waste products, 9% stated recycling food waste and 

10% recycled aluminum, rubber or leather products and wood. These findings confirmed 

that some Liberian refugees partner with members of the local host communities at the 
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Figure 40: Composition of MSW Recycled by Refugees 

camp are to recycle waste materials that other refugees discard as waste. During my field 

research at the camp, I came across a waste recycling center at the camp were refugees and 

local host communities sell materials such as plastic, cardboard, aluminum, rubber or 

leather products for cash.  

Figure 40 shows waste compositions that are recycled by refugees at the camp. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Local merchants at the camp purchase waste materials from refugees and members 

of the host communities. Materials brought to the recycling center by either refugees or 

members of the host communities are weight and purchased in the local currency. The 

amount per kilogram of materials varies and the price can be negotiated between the 

vendor and the merchant. Older refugee women and children also collect empty mineral 
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Figure 41: A Local Recycling Center at the Camp 

water bottles and water sachets from the streets and surroundings of the camp to sell to 

local merchants who then sell the mineral water bottles and water sachets to companies in 

Accra and nearby towns. The bottles and water sachets are processed and used to make 

new plastic products that re-enter into the markets. Figure 41 shows a local recycling 

center at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement where refugees and host population sell 

materials that they no longer need.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

During my fieldwork, I also observed some Liberian refugees disposing plastic 

mineral water bottles and sachet water bags into the local environment. Emptied sachets 

water bags can be seeing in every corner and drainage at the camp. It is a common practice 

among Liberian refugees at the camp to drink water from the sachet water bags and openly 

disposed the empty bags in the local environment. Some refugees collect and sell the 
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empty sachet water bags to local traders from Accra or Kasoa, a nearby market town. 

Environmentally, emptied sachet water bags pose threat to the local environment when 

they are not appropriately disposed and could also serve as breeding grounds for 

pathogens. In the early 1990s and 2000s, sachet water was only introduced in Accra and 

other Ghanaian cities, but had not being introduced at the camp because it was very 

expensive refugees to afford to buy. But as the different companies started producing 

sachet water in Ghana, the camp became targeted because access to safe drinking water 

was a major issue and the camp was always open to the infiltration of Ghanaian products. 

Sachet water companies established mini-drop off centers at the camp that are operated by 

refugee business partners who serves as retailers for the companies producing the sachet 

water. These companies and their local partners at the camp have no structure in place to 

recycle the emptied sachets and neither do they encourage local inhabitants to recycle the 

emptied sachet bags. A bag of sachet water contains 20 sachets of water and cost 50 cent 

(USD) per bag, which is equivalent to 50 Ghana pesewa. Sachet water sale at the camp is 

common and does not involve complications in terms of how it is done.  
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Figure 42 also shows sachet water bags containing 20 sachets that are used for drinking.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Photo courtesy of Doug Stein 

 

 

5.5.1. Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste 

In this section of the thesis, I present and discuss findings from data collected and 

analyzed from the UNHCR/NCS sanitation team at the Buduburam Refugee Camp, 

follow-up interviews with the director of the Gomoa-East Health, Hygiene, Sanitation and 

Environment unit and estimated Total Waste Amount (TWA) of disposed municipal solid 

waste using both numerical and geospatial mapping processes. The TWA refers to the total 

waste generated per year, which not only include waste collected by municipalities but 

Figure 42: Bags of Sachet Water at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement 
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overall quantity (IFEU, 2009). The estimation of TWA at the refugee camp is based on the 

daily collection and disposal of MSW by the NCS sanitation team.  

Human waste in the form of feces was also included in the analysis gathered 

through personal observations at the camp. This is because some refugees have the habit of 

defecating in ‘black plastic bags’ during the night and disposing their feces in the 

community dumpsters, drainage systems or throwing it over the houses of other refugees 

during the night (Dick, 2002b).  

The UNHCR donated twelve (12) 8-yard non-compactor opened dumpsters and 

two tractors to collect and appropriately dispose solid waste. The dumpsters are located at 

various locations within each of the 11 Zones of the refugee camp. Municipal solid waste 

are collected and disposed at a landfill located about 2 miles west of the refugee settlement. 

The sanitation team of the NCS works 363 days a year except Christmas and New Year 

holidays. A total of 12 trips are made daily. Each trip contains about 50 tons of raw solid 

waste. With this trend, the estimated TWA of municipal solid waste produced at the camp 

in 2011 is estimated 217,800 tons. This amount of MSW was collected and disposed 

within 363 days of which 4,356 tractor trips were made to the landfill. With this data and 

the 11,000 Liberian refugees that inhabit the camp, I used the IFEU’s municipal solid 

waste greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions calculator system to determine the amount of 

GHG emissions from the disposal of MSW at the camp. 

The result of MSW composition and treatment shows that annually, 17,000 tons of 

food waste are collected and disposed through the NCS/UNHCR sanitation project at the 

camp. The result also indicates that approximately 143,000 tons of MSW is disposed at the 
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Figure 43:  Waste Composition and Treated by NCS Team 
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controlled landfill. Burned, scattered and wild dumpsites regularly monitored by the NCS 

account for approximately 63,000 tons of solid waste per year. Local host and members of 

the refugee community recycle some of the waste collected by the sanitation team. Figure 

43 shows the waste composition and treatment techniques employ by the NCS. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Most of the waste at the camp is indiscriminately disposed in the environment of 

the camp by refugees. I used a GPS unit and geocoded specific waypoints of wild 

dumpsites at locations that are used by community members to burn waste in scattered 

dumpsites throughout the camp.     

With the use of the waypoints data collected, I created a map of the Gomoa-East 

District using the data layer of Ghana and conducted a definition query in ArcMap of the 

townships of Awutu, Efufu and Senya located in the Central Region where the Buduburam 

Refugee Settlement is situated. The points on the map indicate municipal solid waste 
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disposal sites located throughout the BRS. The presence of municipal solid waste is so 

widespread that it is easily noticeable upon arrival at the camp.  

In a follow-up interview with the Gomoa-East District Director of Sanitation, 

Health, Hygiene and Environment, he added that:   

Some Liberian refugees have the tendency of paying money to little children in the 
community to dispose their garbage. What is that the children instead of taking the 
waste to the dumpster would just dispose the waste in the open environment, 
drainages or bathrooms. The children are not the ones to be blamed because they 
are innocent. Those who give money to the children are the ones responsible for 
these acts. (District Director, Gomoa-East, SHHE). 

 

He also added that: 

These parents need to be educated through community campaigns and awareness 
programs about the threats that solid waste can pose on the environment and their 
health. We cannot do this because UNHCR is not funding the program like before. 
(District Director, Gomoa-East, SHHE). 
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Figure 44: MSW Disposal Sites at the Buduburam Refugee Camp 

This map illustrates the urgency of the solid waste disposal situation at the camp. Figure 44 

shows MSW dumpsites at the BRS in Ghana. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 134 

Solid waste disposal also contributes to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The 

relationship between greenhouse gas emissions and municipal solid waste disposal and 

management is significant because MSW contain chemical substances if not adequately 

control and dispose can emit toxic chemicals and cause air pollution and the release of 

greenhouse gas into the atmosphere. The kind of management technique of disposing 

MSW is important in considering how to reduce negative environmental outcomes.   

The “treatment and disposal of municipal, industrial and other solid waste produces 

significant amounts of methane (CH4) and other forms of greenhouse gas” (GNA, 2011). 

Additionally, sites where MSW are disposed produce significant amount of biogenic 

carbon dioxide (CO2) and other volatile non-methane compounds (NMVOCs). These 

disposal sites also produce smaller quantities of nitrous oxide (N2O), nitrogen oxides 

(NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO) (GNA, 2011). The productions of methane at solid 

waste disposal sites (SWDS) add approximately 3 to 4 percent to the yearly global 

anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions (IPCC, 2001). The treatment of MSW in many 

industrialized nations have changed significantly. This situation is different in many 

developing countries where populations increase, poor governance, inadequate technology; 

the lack of infrastructures to control and appropriately manage solid waste is some of the 

major constraints. 

Some countries have instituted waste minimization and recycling policies to 

decrease the amount of waste produced to decrease solid waste disposal and decrease the 

environmental effects of municipal solid waste management (IPCC, 2007). The results 

from the GHG emissions calculation shows that 217,415 tonne CO2-eq/yr emissions occur 
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Figure 45: GHG Emissions in Recycled and Disposed MSW 

yearly with the current disposal of municipal solid waste at the camp. The data also 

indicate that refugees who recycled or reused some items of their solid waste avoid -6,028 

tonne CO2-eq/yr last year. The result also indicates that greenhouse gas emissions in both 

disposed waste and recycled waste is 219,604 tonne CO2-eq/yr contributes to 213,576 

tonne CO2-eq/yr in total MSW. The overall significance of these findings suggests that the 

inappropriate management and disposal of MSW is significantly associated with the high 

increase of GHG emissions at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement. Figure 45 shows the 

results of GHG emissions from solid waste disposal and management at the BRS in Ghana.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

  

Comparatively, data accessed from the Environmental Data Explorer of United 

Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) model estimations suggest that from 1980 to 
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2000, Ghana emitted approximately 100 Gigagrams or 100,000 tonne of methane (CH4) 

into the earth’s atmosphere from solid waste. CH4 is more dangerous than CO2 

contributing to climate change and global warming. Both CO2 and CH4 are greenhouse 

gases that are released from solid waste. The solid waste disposal at the camp and the 

emissions of 213,576 tonne CO2-eq/yr compare to the decade of 100,000 tonne of CH4 

released into the atmosphere is unprecedented and calls for immediate attention. Figure 46 

shows the estimated CH4 emissions in Ghana from 1980 to 2000 from solid waste.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: UNEP, 2012 

 

 

Figure 46: Methane Emissions in Ghana Waste (1980 to 2000) 
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Figure 47: GHG Emission recycling in t CO2-eq/yr 

Results from municipal solid waste (MSW) that were recycled revealed significant 

difference between the debits and credits GHG emissions that are associated with the kind 

of recycled items from solid waste. The results show that recycling food wastes credits 

1100 tonne CO2-eq/yr out of the atmosphere annually and this also applies to recycling 

plastic product which credits 900 tonne CO2-eq/yr. The results also show that failure to 

recycle plastic products leads to the release of 1300 tonne CO2-eq/yr into the atmosphere. 

Figure 47 shows the benefits of reduction in CO2 emissions that can be achieved when we 

recycled solid waste. Recycling waste reduces the release of CO2 and other GHG into the 

atmosphere.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

The next figure illustrates findings from greenhouse gas emitted as a result of the 

disposal of municipal solid waste using the various methods identified at the Buduburam 
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Figure 48: GHG Emissions from Disposal of MSW 

Refugee Settlement. The data indicate that about 220, 000 tonne of CO2-eq/yr is emitted 

from solid waste disposed in control landfill at the refugee settlement. The result also 

indicates that burned-open dumpsites emit approximately 30,000 tonne CO2-eq/yr, while 

wild dumpsite generates less than 5,000 tonne CO2-eq/yr. It should be noted that these 

calculations are made with reference to the sanitation team of the NCS that works at the 

camp and does not include solid waste that are disposed in other areas. These analyses and 

findings exclude the issues of land pollution, degradation of local water resources as well 

as air pollution that follow. Figure 48 shows the GHG emissions from disposal techniques 

implemented by the NCS at the camp. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What these findings indicate is that the disposal and management of solid waste at 

the Buduburam Refugee Settlement releases more GHG into the atmosphere. Yearly at the 
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refugee camp, solid waste emits approximately 224,000 tonne CO2-eq/yr into the 

atmosphere, which the equivalent to the total waste amount of 217,800 tons of solid waste 

disposed. Apart from the greenhouse gas emissions, the discriminate disposal of solid 

waste in the community at the camp pollutes the local environment and is associated with 

the increase of illnesses at the camp (GHS, 2006).  

To conclude, UNHCR established the municipal solid waste program at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement in 2000. The National Catholic Secretariats (NCS) is the 

partnering non-governmental agency that is responsible to implement the sanitation 

programs at the camp. The NCS sanitation programs include the collection and disposal of 

municipal solid waste, maintenance of drainage systems, and public and community 

bathrooms. With the assistance of the LWRC sanitation department, community volunteers 

at the camp during the early years of the project use to assist in community cleanups and 

education. In June 2003, UNHCR terminated humanitarian assistance to Liberian refugees 

in Ghana in hope that they would soon return home. UNHCR still fund on a small-scale the 

sanitation team of the NCS. The team is made up of Liberians and Ghanaians who are 

provided stipend on a monthly basis. With limited funding from UNHCR to NCS for 

sanitation, the team is provided with fewer tools and equipment for the collection and 

disposal of municipal solid waste.  

Solid waste dumpsters are located in all the 11 Zones on the camp. The solid waste 

in the dumpsters are regularly collected and disposed to a landfill when they are full. With 

this system in place, solid waste continues to be disposed indiscriminately throughout the 
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environment of the camp. Wastes are disposed in the open environment, drainage systems, 

and in wild dumpsites and in public bathrooms and latrines during the night.  

When it rains, which usually happens between April to mid-November, running 

water from drainage systems flood communities at the lower part of the camp caring solid 

waste, human feces and other substances that are threats to the environment and health. 

Health reports from the St. Gregory Catholic Clinic at the camp and the District health and 

sanitation report suggest that solid waste is associated with the outbreak of all the illnesses 

report in local clinics and health facilities (GHS, 2006; SGCC, 2010).  

I also found out from the analysis that even though Liberian refugees at the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement claim to have knowledge of the solid waste management 

system, they also reported using other forms of solid waste disposal such as wild dumps, 

scattered disposal and open burning. This suggests that Liberians refugees do not seem to 

consider the local environment at the camp as their own based on the manner in which 

solid waste are indiscriminately dispose in the local environment.  

Municipal solid waste data collected and analyzed suggests that the greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions, land pollution and the outbreak of water-borne diseases are 

environmental security threats associated with the indiscriminate disposal and management 

of MSW. According to the IPCC (2007) report on climate change, between 3 to 4 percent 

of the global greenhouse gas emissions is from solid waste disposal. According to the solid 

waste data collected and analyzed, approximately 224,000 tonne CO2-eq/yr was emitted in 

2011. With the scale and trend of environmental damage and pollution, the long-term 

impact would be catastrophic if not mitigated to reduce the level of C02 and other 
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greenhouse gas emitted. In the next chapter, I present my conclusions from the findings 

and recommendations for the future research.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 142 

CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1. Introduction 

In previous chapters, I argued that the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid 

waste in the local environment of the Buduburam Refugee Settlement is significantly 

associated with land pollution, greenhouse gas emissions and the outbreak of water-borne 

diseases. In this chapter, I present the conclusion of my study on the environmental 

security threats and implications of the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in 

the local environment at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement in Ghana. I also present 

recommendations of issues that came up during the study that can be used for future 

research.  

The absence of UNHCR at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement, the termination of 

most humanitarian assistance to the refugee population and the lack of action on the part of 

Liberian refugees to control the disposal of solid waste in the environment magnified the 

current the environmental security threats of the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid 

waste. With UNHCR’s humanitarian assistance for Liberian refugees terminated, living 

conditions gradually deteriorated at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement posing extreme 

pressure on existing resources at the camp.  

In this study, I explored the environmental security threats of the indiscriminate 

disposal of municipal solid waste at the camp. Municipal solid waste (MSW) is a crucial 

environmental security issue that poses threats to both refugees and local host communities 

at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement. The urgent need to control the disposal of 

municipal solid waste prompted UNHCR to establish the sanitation department at the St. 
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Gregory Catholic Clinic at the camp. The sanitation sector of the health clinic is being 

supervised by the NCS, UNHCR’s implementing partner for sanitation and health.  

The UNHCR/NCS sanitation project was established in early 2000 and currently 

has about eight (8) staff members, which include three Liberian refugees and five 

Ghanaians. NCS works with the Settlement Manager, the LRWC, community-based 

organizations and international agencies and the refugee community to address the disposal 

of solid waste at the camp. The sanitation team regularly collects and disposes MSW from 

the camp at a landfill. The land on which the landfill is located is lease to the GoG and 

UNHCR by the Standing Committee of the Gomoa Akyempim Traditional Council. It is 

the SCGATC that manages all lands of the Gomoa-East District.  

A recent report suggests that the GoG and UNHCR has not compensated the 

SCGATC for the land being used as landfill and the land on which the camp is built (GNA, 

2011). The chiefs of the SCGATC stated that if the GoG and UNHCR cannot fulfill their 

promises to pay for the lease of these lands, they would have to remove refugees from their 

land (GNA, 2011). This new development would exacerbate existing tensions between the 

refugee population, UNHCR and the GRB. Liberian refugees recently protested against the 

UNHCR and the GRB of mismanagement of funds that should have been directed towards 

Liberian refugees, a claim both the UNHCR and the GRB considered unfounded and based 

on rumors and lies.  

When I visited the landfill with the sanitation team on one of their morning trips, 

members of the team told me local chiefs in the Gomoa District were planning to terminate 

the use of the land for disposing solid waste. Local Ghanaians in the area of the landfill are 
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developing their lands and constructing new houses. If the current landfill is closed by the 

SCGATC, the environmental conditions at the camp would be more deplorable and would 

potentially trigger an environmental and health disaster for both refugees and local host 

communities. This is because all the solid waste produced at the camp will end up being 

disposed at the camp because the DA and NCS would have nowhere else to dispose the 

waste.  

6.2. Environmental Security Threats of MSW at BRS 

As discussed in the preceding chapters, municipal solid waste is a crucial and 

serious environmental security threat not only to refugees and local host communities, but 

also to the environment. Municipal solid waste disposal and management needs 

comprehensive plan of actions. The plan involving solid waste disposal and management 

should be holistic and incorporate all stakeholders involve in the process of refugee 

management and protection. It should also include refugees at the decision-making process 

and implementation.  

The structure of waste management at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement was not 

adequately planned during the initial stages of the camp. This was because the camp was 

initially built during the peak period of arrival of Liberian refugees in Ghana. The result of 

lack of effective camp planning contributed to ineffective municipal solid waste collection, 

disposal and management at the camp. The camp was established in 1990, but the current 

solid waste collection and disposal system was established in early 2000 by UNHCR and 

implemented by NCS.  

Initially, refugees used the local environment of the camp as dumpsites before the 



 145 

current UNHCR/NCS system was established and started functioning in 2000. Before the 

establishment of the current waste management system, Liberian refugees used the local 

surrounding environment of the refugee camp to dispose solid waste produce from their 

homes and for the excretion of human feces. 

 With the assistance of community volunteers from each Zone of the camp and 

materials assistance provided by UNHCR and other community-based organizations, local 

camp residents were educated through sanitary-related educational campaigns about the 

use of the community dumpsters provided by UNHCR/NCS. Local organizations such as 

the Population Caring Organization (PCO), Self-Help Initiative for Sustainable 

Development (SHIFSD), Children Better Way (CBW) and Point Hope (HP) are some of 

the organizations helping to address the unprecedented threats from MSW at Buduburam.  

During my field research, PH donated materials to the sanitation team of the NCS 

because materials and equipment provided by UNHCR were damaged. Refugees at the 

camp quickly grasped the concept of using the UNHCR/NCS solid waste system in order 

to control solid waste and its effects on the environment and human health, but continue to 

fall short in regularly using the systems in place. Some of these local organizations 

received funding from UNHCR for projects related to sanitation especially, solid waste 

disposal techniques and strategies and educational training workshop during the early 

stages of the camp, but their programs were impacted by UNHCR withdrawal.  

Refugees’ use of the surrounding environment of the camp for defecation and the 

indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste is a major environmental security threat 

that not only drives the outbreak of water-borne diseases and land pollution, but also 
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release greenhouse gas in the atmosphere. Health reports from the St. Gregory Catholic 

Clinic at the camp and the Gomoa District Regional Health Unit of the Ghana Health 

Service (GHS) suggest that the main cause of disease outbreak in the Gomoa-East District 

were sanitary-related specifically to patients’ contact with solid waste and human feces 

(GHS, 2006; SGCC, 2010). 

Most Liberian refugees at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement know how to locate 

a community solid waste dumpster. However, the evidence from the study suggests that 

though refugees have knowledge where to find a community dumpster and how to use it, 

they frequently dispose solid waste indiscriminately in unused community bathrooms, 

drainage systems, public toilets and at the outskirts of the camp. This suggests that 

Liberian refugees at Buduburam don’t really care about the environmental outcome of 

solid waste disposal in the environment. Refugees’ claim of having a positive relationship 

with the local environment at the camp contradicts the reality of the sanitary conditions at 

the camp.  

Based on personal observation by walking through the camp, MSW could be seen 

in drainages, public bathrooms, and latrines. It is a fact that cannot be denied that Liberian 

refugees at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement are acting intentionally by disposing solid 

and human waste indiscriminately in the local environment. Liberian refugees’ behaviors 

to the environment by disposing waste unconsciously also suggest that most refugees at the 

camp do not consider the camp as a place they considered to be a ‘home’, but rather a 

‘transit point’ where they can leave at anytime and would not regret the outcome of their 

impacts. The camp as a transit point is a fact that cannot be overlooked because most 
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Liberian refugees at Buduburam are either awaiting to be resettled by UNHCR; that is, 

those who completed the resettlement process before 2006 and are still awaiting their 

names to be announced for resettlement or those who have nowhere else to go because of 

their inability to return to Liberia.  

When I was doing my field research, some refugees expressed the desire to return 

home, but fear that they would not be able to contribute to post-war development because 

of the lack of education and skills. Some refugees said that going home without the 

financial capital and knowledge after 22 years of exile in Ghana would lead to frustration 

and desperation. These refugees said that it would be better to travel abroad then to go 

back to Liberia where everyone else would have the same problem making life more 

difficult than the life at the camp.  

Some Liberian refugees have resisted repatriation and local integration in Ghana 

arguing the resettlement is the only option for a durable solution. In September 2006, the 

United States Government (USG) terminated new applications for resettlement of Liberian 

refugees because of the restoration of peace, stability and a democratically elected 

government in Liberia. Even though the USG, UNHCR and the GRB terminated 

resettlement program, most Liberian refugees still believe they can be resettled to a third 

country because returning home, they claim would compromise their safety and security.  

This also suggests why the GRB and UNHCR are reluctant to intervene since 

refugees are not adequately using the existing systems at the camp effectively. Whether or 

not the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste is embedded within the social 

fabric of Liberians or it gradually developed within the context of the very loose systems at 
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the camp to regulate solid waste disposal, it is yet to be answered.  

On June 30, 2012, UNHCR and host governments will terminate Liberians refugee 

status in countries of West Africa. The UNHCR and host governments have announced the 

plan of the cessation clause been passed by then (www.unhcr.org). After the announcement 

of the cessation clause, Liberian refugees in Ghana will be given a grace period of 3 

months to consider integration. After the grace period Liberians who remain in Ghana and 

decide not to integrate would be considered illegal immigrants and the GoG would take the 

necessary legal actions to address that situation through the Ghana Immigration Services 

and other state agencies. Currently, there are approximately 65,000 Liberian refugees 

throughout West Africa (USG, 2011a). Some of the countries in West Africa that still host 

Liberian refugees include Ivory Coast, Gambia, Ghana, Benin, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 

Mali, Nigeria, Senegal and Sierra Leone. Liberian refugees in these countries would be 

impacted by the pronouncement of the cessation clause by the end of June 2012.  

6.3. Recommendations for Future Research 

In this section, I present some recommendations that I think need to be explored in 

the field of refugee studies. These recommendations are important because the existing 

literature on environmental security threats in refugee context has little to offer and the 

current gap needs be bridged.  

More attention needs to be focused on the long-term impacts of solid waste 

disposal on the host communities after the return of the refugee population to their host 

country. The study was conducted at the BRS in Ghana. Local Ghanaians are developing 

in the area where the landfill is currently located. The disposal of MSW by the 
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UNHCR/NCS sanitation team has been in existence since 2000. The air quality of the 

neighborhood around the landfill is very poor and the odor is unpleasant and disgusting. 

The Government of Ghana through the Ministry of Environment, Health and Sanitation 

needs to work with local chiefs, landlords, residents and farmers to implement solid waste 

remediation programs to address the short and long terms environmental threats and 

degradation pose on the environment. This program should include subsidies for local 

farmers and landlords whose lands and property are impacted by the location of the 

landfill.  

Also, while lots of studies have been conducted on the environmental impacts of 

the refugee population on the host country focusing on refugees’ use of forest resources 

such as fuel wood (Berry, 2008; Black & Sessay, 1997; J. Crisp & Andersen, 2010), there 

is a gap in the literature of environmental security threats of refugee impacts on the local 

environment and the host community. Most refugee camps are densely populated and are 

built during the urgency of refugee intake and lack the appropriate and adequate sanitary 

infrastructures to contain the production of solid waste by the refugee population. Refugee 

camps are initially built to temporarily host refugees as host governments and UNHCR 

seek a durable solution. The lack of inappropriate sanitary infrastructures and the inability 

for UNHCR and host governments to find a durable solution can lead to “environmental 

nightmare’ on refugee camps where waste is indiscriminately disposed in the local 

environment, which can trigger environmental and social threats such as land, water and 

air pollutions, resource depletion, tensions and resistance by refugees and local host 

communities. To address this dilemma, state and non-state actors and UNHCR involve in 
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refugee management should consider programs and services such as adequate sanitation, 

community awareness and education and development assistance programs through skills 

training and financial empowerment that would potentially lead to local integration and 

self-sufficiency. An effective camp planning and designing involves layouts that integrate 

adequate drainage systems, latrine systems, public bathrooms and waste disposal sites to 

serve the needs of refugees and local host communities and minimizing negative health 

and environmental outcomes. The inability for the GRB to develop a system that would 

encourage Liberian refugees to integrate in Ghana exacerbates refugees’ reluctance to 

consider integration in Ghana as a durable solution. Some Liberian refugees at the camp 

during the focus groups discussions and semi-structured interviews stated that they would 

be willing to return home if they are educated or have skills that can be used to contribute 

to post-war development in Liberia. 

Human rights of refugees have been compromised and violated on several 

occasions by the Ghanaian security apparatus; that is, the army and the national police 

frequently infiltrated the refugee camp and held refugee in detention. Some refugees were 

deported to Liberia in 2008 on claims that they were not refugees. This was indeed varied 

by UNHCR rejecting the GRB’s accusation that those deported were illegal immigrants. 

Refugees claimed that both the GRB and UNHCR have been mistreating them by 

misappropriating funds intended for the refugee population. This claim expressed by a 

group of Liberian women is yet to be contested against by both the GRB and UNHCR. In 

order to minimize tensions between refugees, state agencies and UNHCR, refugees need to 

be involved in the decision-making processes that involve their management. This 
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leadership of the refugee population should be based on equal representation of the ethnic 

composition of the population and not only popularity as representation based on 

popularity may promote division and tension among refugees.   

There is a strong sense of self-awareness, knowledge and consciousness among 

Liberian refugees with regard to of the durable solution. While walking through the camp 

one afternoon a sign read, “UNHCR implement the Durable Solution Now!” The refugee 

population over the past five years hosted series of peace protests and a riot geared towards 

the UNHCR and the GRB to find a durable solution. These tensions came about because of 

the absence of a discussion between the refugee population, UNHCR and the GRB. When 

I was in Ivory Coast in the early 1990s, UNHCR usually host meetings in Guiglo and Tai 

in the Southern of Ivory Coast with Liberian refugees. The meetings include UNHCR’s 

delegation, members of the local Ivorian government, staff of NGOs and the refugee 

leadership and the refugee community at large. In these meetings, issues concerning the 

protection of Liberian refugees in Ivory Coast were discussed. In Ghana, these meetings 

are rarely held. Refugees’ voices need to be heard. The refugee leadership alone cannot 

convey the message of the entire population. At least once a year, UNHCR, GRB and other 

state and non-state actors should initiate a meeting in which refugees can participate.  

Liberian refugees in Ghana are still under the protection of UNHCR until the 

announcement of the cessation clause on June 30, 2012. As part of the protection process, 

it is important for UNHCR to have a field office at the camp that is functional all five-

business days of the week. At the Buduburam Refugee Settlement, UNHCR operates a 

field office that only opens once a week for counseling services and registration for 
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voluntary repatriation. While conducting my field research, UNHCR’s office was closed 

during my entire visit. On three to four different occasions, refugees who wanted to 

register to be voluntarily repatriated had to be told to go home. They spend about 4 hours 

each day at the Settlement Manager’s office at the camp to meet a representative from 

UNHCR from Accra. UNHCR’s office needs to be functional at all times during the week 

and accessible to refugees because UNHCR is mandated to protect refugees and that 

process involve making services available to them. The termination of assistance to the 

refugee population to induce voluntary repatriation is a critical process and one that has 

been met with several resistances at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement.  

To conclude, Liberian refugees have been seeking refuge at the Buduburam 

Refugee Settlement in Ghana since October 1990 (Dick, 2002a, 2002b). In June 2003, 

UNHCR terminated all humanitarian assistance to refugees at the camp. This action 

affected all programs at the camp especially the municipal solid waste disposal system 

supervised by the NCS, a partnering agency of the UNHCR. This study explored the 

environmental security threats of the indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in 

the local environment of the camp. The results of the study show that the indiscriminate 

disposal of MSW in the local environmental is significantly associated with land pollution, 

the release of greenhouse gas in the environment and the outbreak of water-borne diseases. 

Refugee camp management involves protecting refugees from environmental 

threats, which pose both health and environmental outcomes on refugees and local host 

communities. The sanitary conditions at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement are deplorable 

and need urgent attention from policymakers, NGOs, state and non-state actors.  
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Appendix D. Informed Consent Script 

Title of Research Study: Liberian Refugees in Ghana: Environmental Security 

Implications of the Indiscriminate Disposal of Municipal Solid Waste 

Person in Charge of Study: Jenkins Divo Macedo 

 Phone: 001-(774) 253-5213 

 Email: jmacedo@clarku.edu  

Researcher Supervisor: Dr. Marianne Sarkis, Ph.D., Assistant Professor 

 International Development, Community, and Environment (IDCE) 

 Clark University  

950 Main Street 

Worcester, MA 01610 

Phone: 001-(508) 421-3898 

Email: msarkis@clarku.eduv  

 
Why is this study being done? 
The researcher, Jenkins Divo Macedo, a graduate student at Clark University working 
under the supervision of Dr. Marianne Sarkis wants to find the environmental security 
implications of the indiscriminate disposal of municipal soli waste in the local environment 
at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement? 
 
Why are you being asked to take part in this study? 
Your opinions and experiences as a Liberian refugee at the Buduburam Refugee 
Settlement, or a staff member of a local community-based organization, or an official of a 
government agency, or a staff of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 
(UNHCR) made you best fit to be a part of this study.  
 
Do you have to participate in this study? 
No. You do not have to participate in this study. You can decide not to be interviewed.  
 
Will you be paid for participating in this study? 
No. However, your participation will help the researcher understand in what way the 
protracted refugee situations of Liberian refugees in Ghana at the Buduburam Refugee 
Settlement impact the local environment? 
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What will happen during the study? 
If you agree to participate, you will meet with Jenkins D. Macedo once or twice for about 
an hour at a time and place convenient to you.  
 
During the meeting, Jenkins D. Macedo will you ask you questions about the protracted 
refugee situations at Buduburam, environmental resource use (land, water and air), waste 
disposal, humanitarian aid, local integration, resettlement, and repatriation. 
 
With your permission, the discussion will be recorded on tape to help write down 
accurately what you say. The recordings will be stored securely in a locked filing cabinet 
in the International Development, Community, and Environment (IDCE) office. The 
transcripts will be later destroyed on December 25, 2014. With your permission, you will 
also be photographed. The photos will be used in reports or when presenting the results of 
the research at conferences, academic gatherings and public talks. 
 
You will be asked later if you want to be taped or photographed. You do not have to agree. 
It is up to you. However, by consenting to be videotaped and photographed you are 
compromising the confidentiality of your identity.  
 
What are the risks and benefits of participating in this study? 
There are no known direct risks or benefits to you or your family from participating in this 
study. However, some of the questions might make you feel uncomfortable. In that case, 
you can refuse to answer the question, stop the discussion or ask to reschedule the meeting. 
These options are always available to you. 
 
The possible benefits of participating in this study include assisting use understand in what 
ways does hosting refugees in settlements or camps impact the local environment and we 
hope that the findings will be used to assist local, national and international organizations 
better address the refugee situations.  
 
How will your records be kept confidential? 
The results of this research may be published but your name or identity will never be used 
in any publication or in any conversations with other people. All identifying information 
(including name, date or place of birth) will be removed from all data.  
 
Before the interview, Jenkins Divo Macedo will assign you a code number to protect your 
identity. That way, what you say and who you are will not be linked. Any names of real 
people you share during the interview will be changed in the records.  
 
Your data will be collected using a digital recorder and then transcribed. Your original 
audio file will be deleted by December 25 2014. At the beginning of the study, random 
code numbers will be generated, and associated with your name. Only the randomly 
generated code numbers will be attached to the transcriptions and referenced in the 
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information you provided. Your consent form will be kept in a folder in a locked file 
cabinet at the International Development, Community, and Environment (IDCE) 
department devoted specifically to this purpose. During interviews and data analysis, your 
code number will be referenced, and at no point during the study will any association 
between your code number and your identification be disclosed.  
 
A video documentary will also to be produced to give a general visual assessment of the 
Buduburam Refugee Settlement to be presented at conferences, public and academic 
settings. In order to be videotaped for the study, you will be asked for your permission to 
participate by filling out a consent form. If you consent to be videotaped or photographed, 
you should know that the confidentiality of your identity will be compromised. Your video 
or photograph wouldn’t be taken if you disagree to the consent form. If you don’t want 
your name to be used in the video documentary your name will be excluded from the 
videos and photograph. Your video recordings and photographs will be deleted or 
destroyed on December 25, 2014. The purpose of the video documentary is to give a visual 
analysis of the environment of the refugee settlement and not specifically to be used to 
videotape individual refugees.  
 
Who do you contact if you have any questions? 
 
You can call Jenkins Divo Macedo at 001-(774) 253-5213 or email: jmacedo@clarku.edu 
or contact my supervisor Dr. Marianne Sarkis, Ph.D., Supervisor at 001-(508) 421-3898 or 
by email at msarkis@clarku.edu or her university directly at: Chair of the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB), Dr. James Elliott, Clark University, 950 Main Street, Worcester, MA 
01610-1477; phone: 001-(508) 793-7152. 
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INFORMED CONSENT FOR STUDY PARTICIPANT 
Statement of person agreeing to take part in this research study 

 
STUDY TITLE: Liberian Refugees in Ghana: Environmental Security Implications of the 
Indiscriminate Disposal of Municipal Solid Waste 
 
RESEARCHER: Jenkins Divo Macedo 
 
The process, aims, affiliation, risks and benefits of this study were explained clearly to me, 
and I freely give my consent to participate. I understand that I might be interviewed once 
or twice for 1 hour, that there are no potential risks to me or my family, and that my 
information and what I share will remain confidential, and cannot be traced back to me.  
 
I was given a copy of this consent form for my records. I understand that if I have any 
questions, I can call Jenkins D. Macedo at 001-(774) 253-5213, jmacedo@clarku.edu his 
Supervisor, Professor Marianne Sarkis at  001-(508) 421-3898 or by email at 
msarkis@clarku.edu or his University directly at: Chair of the Institutional Review Board 
(IRB), Dr. James Elliott, Clark University, 950 Main Street, Worcester, MA 01610-1477; 
phone: 001-(508) 793-7152. 
 
___________________________  _________________________________   _____ 
Name                                                          Signature or thumbprint       Date 
 
I agree to be audiotaped (circle one):       YES NO          _________ 
                     Initial 
 
I agree to be photographed (circle one):    YES NO          _________ 
                      Initial 
 
_________________________________      ____________________ 
Signature of person obtaining consent     Date 
 
 
This study has been approved by the Clark Committee for the Rights of Human 
Participants in Research and Training Programs (IRB). Any questions about human rights 
issues should be directed to the IRB Chair, Dr. James P. Elliott 001-(508) 793-715.         
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ORAL CONSENT FOR STUDY PARTICIPANT 
Statement of person agreeing to take part in this research study 

 
STUDY TITLE: Liberian Refugees in Ghana: Environmental Security Implications of the 
Indiscriminate Disposal of Municipal Solid Waste 
 
RESEARCHER: Jenkins Divo Macedo 
 
The process, aims, affiliation, risks and benefits of this study were explained clearly to me, 
and I freely give my consent to participate. I understand that I might be interviewed once 
or twice for 1 hour, that there are no potential risks to me or my family, and that my 
information and what I share will remain confidential, and cannot be traced back to me.  
 
I was given a copy of this consent form for my records. I understand that if I have any 
questions, I can call Jenkins D. Macedo at 001-(774) 253-5213, jmacedo@clarku.edu his 
Supervisor, Professor Marianne Sarkis at  001-(508) 421-3898 or by email at 
msarkis@clarku.edu or his University directly at: Chair of the Institutional Review Board 
(IRB), Dr. James Elliott, Clark University, 950 Main Street, Worcester, MA 01610-1477; 
phone: 001-(508) 793-7152. 
 
Statement: The study participant, (name) _______________________________ has 
refused to sign the form for reasons of confidentiality, anonymity literacy and or linguistic 
reasons. I have instead read her/his the consent statement above, and she/he has given 
consent to participate in this study.  
 
_________________________________      ___________________ 
Signature of person obtaining oral consent     Date 
 
The person has orally agreed to be audiotaped (circle one):  YES   NO         ____ 
                      Initial 
The person has orally agreed to be photographed (circle one): YES    NO            ____ 
                       Initial 
This study has been approved by the Clark Committee for the Rights of Human 
Participants in Research and Training Programs (IRB). Any questions about human rights 
issues should be directed to the IRB Chair, Dr. James P. Elliott 001-(508) 793-715. 
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Appendix E. Consent Form to be Videotaped/Photographed 

Research Title: Liberian Refugees in Ghana: Environmental Security Implications of the 
Indiscriminate Disposal of Municipal Solid Waste 
 
Jenkins Macedo, Researcher  
Contact Information: Email: jmacedo@clarku.edu  Tel: 001-(774) 253-5213 
Dr. Marianne Sarkis, PhD., Advisor 
Contact Information: Email: msarkis@clarku.edu Tel: 001-(508) 421-3898 
Clark University, Department of International Development, Community, and 
Environment 
 
Name of Participant: ________________________________________________ 
 
Address: ___________________________________________________________ 
 

A video documentary will also to be produced to give a general visual assessment 
of the Buduburam Refugee Settlement to be presented at conferences, public and academic 
settings. In order to be videotaped for the study, you will be asked for your permission to 
participate by filling out a consent form. If you consent to be videotaped or photographed, 
you should know that the confidentiality of your identity would be compromised. Your 
video or photograph wouldn’t be taken if you disagree to the consent form. If you don’t 
want your name to be used in the video documentary your name will be excluded from the 
videos and photograph. Your video recordings and photographs will be deleted or 
destroyed on December 25, 2014. The purpose of the video documentary is to give a visual 
analysis of the environment of the refugee settlement and not specifically to be used to 
videotape individual refugees.   

I hereby give my permission to (Mr. Jenkins Macedo) to use my photos or 
videotape material taken of myself during his research on Liberian Refugees in Ghana: 
Environmental Security Implications of the Indiscriminate Disposal of Municipal Solid 
Waste. My photos and video footage material will only be used for research purposes and 
for his presentation of the research. As with all research consent, I may at any time 
withdraw permission for my photos or video footage to be used in this research project. A 
copy of this consent form will be provided to me for my records. 
 
Signature: _____________________________________  Date: ______________ 
 
This study has been approved by the Clark Committee for the Rights of Human 
Participants in Research and Training Programs (IRB). Any questions about human 
rights issues should be directed to the IRB Chair, Dr. James P. Elliott 001-(508) 793-
715.                   
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Appendix F. Recruitment Script 
 
This is (Jenkins Macedo), a graduate student at Clark University I am conducting a study 
on Liberian Refugees in Ghana: Environmental Security Implications of Municipal Solid 
Waste. I am working under the supervision of Professor Marianne Sarkis. I will be assisted 
by four Research Assistants (RAs), Mr. Eric Saygboh, Mr. August B. Tubman, Mr. 
Anthony Car and Mr. Kinsman Collins. We invite you to participate in our research 
project, which aims to understand the environmental security implications of the 
indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the local environment of the camp? 
This study is in partial fulfillment of a Master of Arts degree in International Development 
and Social Change. 
 
I would like to include you in our research because of your work as the _______________ 
(Title/Role) with _________________ (Organization/Agency) and because of your 
experiences working with the Liberian refugee population at the Buduburam Refugee 
Settlement in Ghana. 

Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. The interview will last approximately 
one hour. Your responses to the interview questions will be kept confidential by assigning 
your name to a code number that will only be accessible by me, my two research assistants 
and research supervisor. The code book will be kept separately from that data of the study 
in a locked cabinet at the Department of International Development, Community, and 
Environment at Clark University; only the research team will have access to the tape-
recorded interview, and the tapes will be destroyed after the interview has been 
transcribed. We will remove any identifying information from the interview transcripts and 
your personal information will be kept separately from the transcript. During the course of 
the interview, you may decline to answer any question that you do not wish to answer. You 
may choose to end the interview at any time. Your answers will be kept fully confidential.  

Please feel free to me at: 001-(774) 253-5213 or email me at: jmacedo@clarku.edu or 
contact my Supervisor Dr. Marianne Sarkis at msarkis@clarku.edu or call at: 001-(508) 
421-3898 the Department of International Development, Community, and Environment 
(IDCE) at Clark University if you have any questions or concerns about the study or the 
interview process. 
 

This study has been approved by the Clark Committee for the Rights of Human 
Participants in Research and Training Programs (IRB). Any questions about human rights 
issues should be directed to the IRB Chair, Dr. James P. Elliott 001-(508) 793-715.                                           
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Appendix G.  Interview Guide for NGOs, CBOs, UN Refugees Agency and 
Government Agencies Working with Liberian Refugees. 

**We will not be able to realistically complete all the tentative questions on this list, but 
they are listed to be able to provide us with sufficient questions to facilitate discussions. 

Agency and Individual Information 
1) What is your name?  
2) What is the name of the organization for which you work? 
3) What is your role/official capacity in this organization? How long have you worked in 
that role? 
4) What is the mission of your organization? 
 
General Community Information 
5) Can you tell me a little bit about what is currently happening in Buduburam with the 
Liberian refugee population? (Tailor to the specific community served where appropriate) 
6) What are some of the unique challenges, which these communities are facing here?  
7) What strengths and assets can these communities bring towards addressing those 
challenges? 
 
Protracted Refugee Situations (PRSs) 
1. Does your agency work with Liberian refugees at Buduburam? 
2. What kind of services does your agency provide to the refugee population? 
3. How are they using these programs/services? 
4. How are these programs funded? 
5. Do refugees pay to have access to these services? 
6. Refugees have been at Buduburam since 1990, what do you think needs to be done to 

help solve the protracted stay of refugees at Buduburam? 
7. Does your agency have a branch at the refugee settlement? 
8. Are any of your programs/projects gear towards integration, repatriation and 

resettlement? 
9. Do you think the long stay of refugees in Ghana have any impact on the local 

environment? How? 
10. In what way does refugees’ “protracted stay” at Buduburam impact the environment? 
11. How can their protracted situations be better addressed? 
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Appendix H. Survey 

Research Title: Protecting the Environment in Refugee Settlements: A Case Study of the 
Protracted Refugee Situations of Liberians in Ghana. 
Name: Jenkins D. Macedo, Researcher 
Contact: jmacedo@clarku.edu Tel: 001-(774) 253-5213 
Supervisor: Dr. Marianne Sarkis, Ph.D., Assistant Professor 
Contact: msarkis@clarku.edu Tel: 001-(508) 421-3898 
PLEASE NOTE: Thanks for your willingness to volunteer in answering this survey. Your participation in this 
process is voluntary and can be terminated at anytime during the course of the process. Thank you for your 
participation. 
A. Demographic Characteristics 
Gender:     F      M Age:     Ethnicity:  Country of Origin: 
Level of Education:   Primary School   Junior High  High School    Associate Degree   Bachelor of 
Arts/Science   Master    Doctoral   Drop Out      Never  
Occupation:  Employment Status: 
Source of Income:  Annual Household Income: 
Household Size: Date of Entry in Ghana: 
UNHCR Refugee Card: Yes  No N/A Do you have a Ghanaian Residency Status: Yes No I don’t Know 
Marital Status:    Single    Married    Separated    Divorced   Unaccompanied   Orphan   Missing 
 
B. Protracted Refugee Situations (PRSs) 
1.  When did you first become a refugee? 
2. Have you been displaced as a refugee more than once?    Yes     No    I don’t Know     Missing 
3. Why did you leave the first host country of refuge? 
4.  When did you arrive in Ghana? 
C. Level of Satisfaction 
5. Are you Satisfied with living at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement?    
Yes     No       I don’t Know     Missing 
(If yes, please answer question 7 and if no, please answer 6 and skip 7). 
6. Why are you not satisfied? 
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7. How satisfied are you living at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement in Ghana? 
    Very Satisfy          Somewhat Satisfy            Neutral       Rarely Satisfy        Never Satisfy  
8.  How safe are you at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement? 
    Very Safe         Somewhat Safe         Neutral          Rarely Safe          Never Safe 
D. Level of Interaction 
9. Do you interact with members of the host community?  Yes     No  I don’t Know    Missing 
(If yes, please answer question 10 and skip 11, if no please answer question 11 and skip 10). 
10. What kind of interactions do you have with the local host community in Ghana? 

11. What factors prevent you from interacting with the host community? 
12.  How would you rate your level of interaction with the host community? 
  Very Positive       Somewhat Positive       Neutral          Somewhat Negative         Very Negative 
13.  How would you rate your interaction with the settlement manager or local authorities? 
  Very Positive        Somewhat Positive        Neutral       Somewhat Negative         Very Negative 
E. Humanitarian Aid 
14. What kind of assistance do you receive from the government of the host country? 
 (Please list all that apply).  
15. How satisfied are you with these government assistances? 
Very Satisfy      Somewhat Satisfy     Neutral     Rarely Satisfy     Never Satisfy 
16. Do you pay money for the assistance you receive?     Yes      No   I don’t Know   Missing 
17.  Do you receive any humanitarian assistance from the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees? (Ex. 
Food, Education, medicine, agricultural supplies, transportation, protection, building materials, etc). 
 Yes    No     I don’t Know   Missing 
F. Durable Solution to the Refugee Crisis 
18. What is refugee first choice for a durable solution to their crisis? 
         Resettlement                 Repatriation              Local Integration         Permanent Residency 
19. Why did you select this as your first choice for the solution to the refugee crisis? 
20.  Now that there has been peace in Liberia, are you willing to be voluntarily repatriated to Liberia?    
    Yes   No   I don’t Know   Missing  (If no, please answer question 21. If yes, please skip question 21, 22 and 
23). 
21. What is preventing you from going to Liberia? 
22. Are you considering to be locally integrated into the Ghanaian society? Yes     No      I don’t Know     
Missing 
23. What is preventing you from locally integrating in mainstream Ghanaian society? 

24. Have you thought about becoming a Ghanaian citizen?   Yes   No   I don’t Know   Missing 
G. Knowledge of Environmental Sustainability 
25. Have you heard about the word “Environmental Sustainability” before?   
Yes      No      I don’t Know     Missing 
26. What comes to your mind when you hear the word Environmental Sustainability?  
27. How informed are you about the sustainability of the environment? 
46. Do you have access to a land for gardening? 
Yes       No   I don’t Know  Missing 

47. How do you acquire this land? 

48. Do you spray your crops?    
Yes      No    I don’t Know   Missing 
50. How often do you use pesticides and insecticides?  
Very often    Somewhat Often   Neutral Rarely  
Never 

49. What kind of pesticides/insecticides do you use? __ 
51. Do other farmers/gardeners in your area use 
pesticides/insecticides as often as you do? 
Yes       No   I don’t Know   Missing 

52. How frequently do you use the same plot of land for 
agricultural production? 

53. How do you maintain the fertility of your garden soil? 
54. Do you have access to water source for your garden?   
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      Very Inform         Somewhat Inform       Neutral      Rarely Inform        Never Inform 

Very Frequently      Somewhat Frequently 
Neutral     Rarely        Never 

Yes    No 

55. What kind of water sources is available? ___________ 
__ 

56. How often do you use these water sources for your 
garden? Very Often    Somewhat Often    Neutral 
Rarely   Never 

57. Is managing wastewater an issue at the refugee settlement? 
Yes      No 

58. How is wastewater disposed at the refugee 
settlement? 

J. “Temporary State” at the Refugee Settlement 
59. Does your use of environmental resources at the refugee 
settlement in any ways relate to your duration at the settlement?  
Yes    No  I don’t Know   Missing 

 

60. How would you rate the frequency of use of 
environmental resources at the settlement such as land, 
water, plants, firewood, etc? 
Very Frequently    Somewhat Frequently     Neutral 
Rarely      Never 

61. Do you consider the sustainability of the environment of the 
refugee settlement despite your stay there as a refugee?    
Yes      No   I don’t Know   Missing 

62. How can you be assisted in making sure that the 
environment is protected from degradation? 

28. What are you doing to ensure the sustainability of the local environment at the Buduburam Refugee 
Settlement?  
H. Waste Disposal and Cleanup 
29. Do you participate in any cleanup campaign at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement?   
Yes      No      I don’t Know        Missing 
30. How often do you participate in such cleanup campaign at the refugee settlement? 
     Very Often           Somewhat Often           Neutral            Rarely            Never 
31. How do you dispose your waste or garbage at the refugee settlement? 
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Appendix I. Freelists of Key Concepts 

Please Note: These key themes and concepts will be used to randomly collect data on 
refugees’ understandings associated with these themes and concepts. They will be used to 
in the process of developing additional questions for focus groups. Any new question 
generated through this process will be communicated to the IRB Committee subsequently. 
 

1. Who is a Refugee? 
2. What is Environmental Protection 
3. What is Sustainability 
4. What comes to mind when you hear the phrase “refugee protection?” 
5. Can you describe living conditions at the Buduburam Refugee Settlement? 
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Appendix J. Pilesorts of Key Concepts 

Please Note: These key concepts or themes will be used to randomly collect data on 
refugees’ understandings associated with them. They will be used to in the process of 
developing additional questions for focus groups. Any new question generated through this 
process will be communicated to the IRB Committee subsequently. 
 
1. Refugees’ definition of human security? 
2. Refugees’ definition of environmental Security? 
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Appendix K. Letter of Invitation for Focus Group Participants 

Date:___________________: 
Dear ___________________: 
 

I am (Jenkins Macedo), a graduate student at Clark University in Worcester, 
Massachusetts, U.S.A. I am, currently conducting a research project: Liberian Refugees in 
Ghana: Environmental Security Implications of the Indiscriminate Disposal of Municipal 
Solid Waste. This study seeks to explore the theme by administering survey, interviews, 
conducting a freelist, and facilitating six focus groups of seven participants each. Let it be 
known that your participation in the focus group is voluntary and you have the RIGHT to 
terminate your participation at anytime during the course of the discussion. You are also 
free not to answer any question that you do not feel comfortable answering.  

During the course of the focus group discussions, I will be assisted by four 
Research Assistants (RAs), Mr. Eric Saygboh, Mr. Anthony Car, Mr. Kinsman Collins, 
and Mr. August B. Tubman. We invite you to participate in our research project, which 
aims to understand the environmental security threats of the indiscriminate disposal of 
municipal solid waste in the local environment of the Buduburam Refugee Settlement. 
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. The discussions will last for about 
two hours with a 15 minutes break and refreshment. Discussions will be recorded by two 
scribes who are the research assistants. We also seek your permission to audiotape the 
discussions. You are free to object for your voice to be audiotaped, but you can still 
participate in the discussion and your voice will not be audiotaped. Your responses to the 
focus group questions and discussions will be kept confidential; only the research team 
will have access to the tape-recorded discussions, and the tapes will be destroyed after the 
discussions have been transcribed. We will remove any identifying information from the 
discussion transcripts and your personal information will be kept separately from the 
transcript. During the course of the focus group, you may decline to answer any question 
that you do not wish to answer. You may choose to end your participation in the focus 
group at any time. Your answers will be kept fully confidential.  
 
Please feel free to me at: (774) 253-5213 or email me at: jmacedo@clarku.edu or contact 
my Supervisor Dr. Marianne Sarkis, at msarkis@clarku.edu or call at: (508) 421-3898 at 
the Department of International Development, Community, and Environment (IDCE) at 
Clark University if you have any questions or concerns about the study or the focus group 
process.. 
Refreshments of (DEPENDING ON TIME OF DAY – TYPE OF REFRESHMENT) will 
be provided. 
Please contact (Aaron Nii Lamte Lawson) at (PHONE NUMBER) if you have any 
questions. We look forward to seeing you (DATE). 
Sincerely, Jenkins MacedoResearcher 
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Appendix L. Focus Group Guide 

*Start with an icebreaker with words/concepts from freelists. 
**We will not be able to realistically complete all the tentative questions on this list, but 
they are listed to be able to provide us with sufficient questions to facilitate discussions. 
 
Protracted Refugees Situations (PRSs) 
1. Where did you first seek refuge? 
2. What caused you to leave your first/second country of refuge? 
3. When did you arrive in Ghana? 
4. Why did you decide to seek refuge in Ghana? 
5. Do you have access to education, basic health services, food, and employment 

opportunities? 
 
Environmental Security 
6. What is the environment? 
7. Do you know what sustainability means? 
8. In what way are you contributing to protecting the environment? 
9. Can you please describe how waste are disposed and managed at the refugee 

settlement? 
10. Do you think “staying at the refugee settlement for overextended period” has a link 

with environmental degradation? If yes, ho
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Appendix M. Code Book 
I. META-CODE:   
Full Title:      NATIONAL DISASTER MANAGEMENT 
Mnemonic 1. NDM 
In vivo Equivalents  Refugees, disaster, camp management, leadership 
Short Definition Managing and protecting the influx of refugees in Ghana 
Long Definition The Ghanaian constitution considers the influx of refugees as a emergency 

situation that meets the criteria of disaster response and management. 
Inclusion Criteria Refugees protection, management, security and leadership 
Exclusion Criteria Feelings towards conflict, resettlement, repatriation  
 
Full Title:  GHANA REFUGEE LAW OF 1992 
Mnemonic:  1. GRL 
In vivo Equivalents:  Refugee protection, security 
Short Definition:  The Ghanaian constitution mandates that refugees should be protected by law 
Long Definition:  The constitution mandates through the National Disaster Management 

Organization that the influx of refugees is considered a national emergency. 
Inclusion Criteria:  UNHCR and the Ghanaian government refugee registration identification, self-

settled and those who sought refuge after the initial UNHCR registration process. 
Exclusion Criteria:  Those who came to Ghana on business related purposes, returned to Liberia and 

return to Ghana.  
 
Full Title:  COMPLAINS 
Mnemonic:  1. COM 
In vivo Equivalents:  Accusations, conflicts, misunderstanding 
Short Definition:  Refugees protesting, asking for a change in leadership, talking about corrupt 

leaders 
Long Definition:  Refugees and camp management dissatisfaction with certain behaviors 
Inclusion Criteria:  Cases of confusion between groups of refugees, accusations against the UNHCR 

and the Ghana Refugee Board 
Exclusion Criteria:  Feeling of satisfaction between camp management, refugees and other actors. 
 
Full Title:  GHANA REFUGEE MANAGEMENT  
Mnemonic:  1.  GHM 
In vivo Equivalents:  "and when I say authorities I am talking about government, the UNHCR and the 

Ghana Refugee Board.  
Short Definition:  The Ghana Refugee Board through the office of the Ministry of Interior, the 

settlement manager and the UNHCR. 
Long Definition:  People appointed to leadership position to manage the refugee settlement. 
Inclusion Criteria:  Settlement Manager, Ghana Refugee Board, UNHCR and the Refugee Welfare 

Council, Police and Fire Services and partly the Neighborhood Watch Team.  
Exclusion Criteria:  Elders Council, Religious leaders and local organization  
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Full Title:  TRIPARTITE AGREEMENT 
Mnemonic:  1. TAG 
In vivo Equivalents:  The UNHCR, Ghana Refugee Board and the refugee welfare council 
Short Definition:  An agreement between refugees, government and UNHCR 
Long Definition:  A relationship based on an agreement between the UNHCR, the GRB and the 

Liberian Refugee Council to check on transparency and accountability.  
Inclusion Criteria:  Meetings attended by these groups  
Exclusion Criteria:  The self impose Liberian Refugee Welfare Council (LRWC) 
 
Full Title:  PROTECTION 
Mnemonic:  1. PROT 
In vivo Equivalents:  Government, UNHCR, refugees, Buduburam Refugee Settlement 
Short Definition:  Government mandated by law to protect refugees. 
Long Definition:  It is the Ghanaian Law under which people classified as refugees identified by 

UNHCR are provided protection in terms on security, and the basic human 
rights. This done through the National Disaster Management Organization 
(NADMO). 

Inclusion Criteria:  Those registered by UNHCR and the Ghana Immigration Services and received 
a refugee card, those who came after the registration and verification process and 
were identified by the UNHCR, GRB or LRWC. 

Exclusion Criteria:  Those who owing to the definition of a refugee didn't come to Ghana because of 
fear of persecution, but because of business related tasks, those who were once 
refugees and have returned to Liberia. 

 
Full Title:  PROJECTS IMPLEMENTATION 
Mnemonic:  1. PROI 
In vivo Equivalents:  UNHCR, Point Hope, National Catholic Secretariat (NCS), AGREDS and other 

implementing partners. 
Short Definition:  The implementation of projects at the refugee settlement is carried out by 

UNHCR and her implementing partners and local organizations 
Long Definition:  Point Hope is one of the very active organizations at the refugee settlement 

implementing projects. 
Inclusion Criteria:  Local organizations, international non-governmental organizations, Point Hope, 

UNHCR. 
Exclusion Criteria:  Local businesses by refugees  
 
Full Title:  SYSTEM OF ACCOUNTABILITY 
Mnemonic:  1. ACC 
In vivo Equivalents:  Check and balance, structure put in place to maintain order 
Short Definition:  To ensure that everyone is doing his work correctly 
Long Definition:  Leaders do not receive impress from anyone to do their duties. 
Inclusion Criteria:  Leaders doing their job as prescribed by their superiors and taking nothing from 

anyone for rendering services. 
Exclusion Criteria:  unfounded claims of corruption 
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Full Title:  UNDERMINING AUTHORITY 
Mnemonic:  1.  UA 
In vivo Equivalents:  Camp leadership, Government, NADMO, GRB 
Short Definition:  The refugee settlement in manage by the Settlement Manager 
Long Definition:  Anything at the refugee settlement that has to do with the refugee population 

should pass through the office of the settlement manager.   
Inclusion Criteria:  Involving Ghanaian police service to interfere into issues relative to the 

settlement manager's office 
Exclusion Criteria:  N/A 
 
Full Title:  RECOGNITION 
Mnemonic:  1. REG 
In vivo Equivalents:  Concern Women, LRWC, JOLRECG, Elders' Council #1, Elders' Council #2 
Short Definition:  Groups that were established to replace the then LRWC 
Long Definition:  Groups that developed during the crisis 
Inclusion Criteria:  Groups seeking leadership and recognition 
Exclusion Criteria:  N/A 
 
Full Title:  COALITION 
Mnemonic:  1. CAOL 
In vivo Equivalents:  Merger of various groups 
Short Definition:  Combination of two or more groups to form a single group 
Long Definition:  "They established a coalition." 
Inclusion Criteria:  Two or more groups merging 
Exclusion Criteria:  The Ghana Refugee Law 
 
Full Title:  DENIAL 
Mnemonic:  1. DEN 
In vivo Equivalents:  Lying about not saying something that was previously said in a meeting 
Short Definition:  Refusing to say the truth 
Long Definition:  Siding with others to tell lies 
Inclusion Criteria:  Meeting with the police without prior notice of the settlement manager 
Exclusion Criteria:  N/A 
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1. Research Proposal February 24, 2011 
2. Submit Compton Fellowship Application February 25, 2011 
3. Complete Literature Review. March 1, 2011 
4. INS Travel Document  March 5, 2011 
5. Recruit Research Assistants March 15, 2011 
6. Submit IRB Application March 16, 2011 
7. Visa Application to Ghana May 1, 2011 
8. Trip to Ghana July 20-August 25, 2011 
9.  Data Collection July 24-August 24, 2011  
10. Data Compilation August 26, 2011 
11. Data Cleaning and Analysis September 18 Oct. 2011 
12. Personal Thesis Statement October 1, 2011 
13.Outline and Written Plan October 1, 2011 
14. Revised Research Timeline October 1, 2011 
15. Thesis Statement Revised November 10, 2011 
16. Thesis Proposal Defense November 15, 2011 
17. Complete Chapter I (Introduction) November 20, 2011 
18. Complete Literature Review December 20, 2011 
19. Abstract  December 20, 2011 
20. Annotated Bibliography December 20, 2011 
21. First Draft of MA Thesis January 20, 2012 
22.  Thesis Committee Feedback January 28, 2012 
23. Revised Draft Second Draft February 14, 2012 
24. Revised Final Version March 14, 2012 
25. Thesis Defense March 26, 2012 
26. Thesis Signed and Submitted March 30, 2012 

Appendix N. Research Timeline 
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Appendix O. Research Budget 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Items Description Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost 
1. Airline Ticket (Delta Airways) Two way Including 

tax/fees 
$ 1,952.23 

2. Vaccination Fees Depends $300 $300 

3. Ghanaian Visa Application Fee 1 $60 $60 

4. Application Fee for local Organization 
(CBW) 

1 $200 $200 

5. Monthly Charge for Host Organization 
(CBW) 

1 Month $600 $600 

4 Travel Document (INS Boston) 1 $380 $380 

5 Research Assistant 4 $150 $600 

6 Housing 36 Days $600 $600 

7. Food 36 days $17.22 $620 

8. Emergency Medical Fund 36 Days $100 $100 

9. Camera 1 $400 $400 

10. Video Recorder 1 $350 $350 

11. SmartPen (Livescribe) 1 $150 $150 

11. Transportation (In-country) 36 days $8.61 $310 

12. Communication (internet, mobile, letters). 36 Days $5.55 $200 

13. Printing of Research Materials Various $200 $200 

14. Focus Group Lunch/Refreshment  $50 $300 

15. Participants Certifications 42 $5.00 $210 

16. Sub-Total   $7532.23 

17. Contingency  0.9%   $67.77 

18. Grand Total   $7600.00 
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Appendix P. Glossary 

Introduction: 

 In this section of the appendix, I present and discuss major terminologies 

used in this thesis. These terms were derived partly from literature review and 

through freelist analysis.  

Durable Solution UNHCR and its implementing partners including government 

agencies working with refugee population consider three proposed solutions to solve 

the refugee crisis and these solutions include repatriation, integration and 

resettlement. Repatriation is the process that allows refugees to return to their home 

country when the circumstances that caused them to seek refuge cease to exist and 

when their return would not compromise their safety. Integration occurs when the 

host country assimilates the refugee population into its mainstream social systems; 

allowing them to become permanent residence and affording them the opportunity 

become naturalized, if they decide to become citizen. Resettlement of refugees to a 

third usually more developed country takes place when refugees can neither be 

repatriated to their home country or locally integrated in the first country of asylum. 

Resettlement usually takes place based on extensive interviews and verification by 

UNHCR of individual refugees seeking resettlement to a third country. Individual 

refugee or family heads of refugee families after successful justification of continual 

threats, is/are granted the referral of UNHCR to be resettled to governments of 

countries receiving resettling refugees. Some of the major countries receiving 

Liberian refuges include the United States of America, Canada, Australia, Sweden, 
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Norway, and The Netherlands. Most of these receiving countries stopped the 

resettlement of Liberian refugees since 2006 especially the US.  

Environmental Threat is a broad term for any condition or situation that poses a 

danger to the surrounding environment affect individual’s health and the 

environment in which they live. Natural processes such as famine, drought, 

earthquake or tsunami can either cause it or it can be caused by man-made activities 

such as environmental degradation, pollution, conflicts and resource depletion. In 

this study, environmental threats were explored from the perspective of the 

indiscriminate disposal of municipal solid waste in the environment of the 

Buduburam Refugee Settlement in Ghana.  

Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) are individuals who have been displaced by 

threats from their homes or communities, but are still within the borders of their 

home country.   

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) is substance that humans consume and discard as 

trash or garbage. It includes food wastes, yard or garden wastes, containers, papers or 

cardboards products, mineral and other inorganic substances from domestic and 

other sources.  

Protracted Refugee Situations (PRSs): Are situations in which refugees find 

themselves in a long-lasting and intractable state in which their socioeconomic and 

psychological well-being are not met and without any hope of a durable solution to 

their state (UNHCR, 2006). Usually, refugees who find themselves in this situation 

are unable to seek their own welfare. PRS reinforces their dependence on external 
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sources of assistance. It makes it difficult for them to become self-reliant and self-

sufficient. Protracted Refugee Situations (PRSs) were identified by UNHCR by 

using the “crude measure of refugee populations of 25,000 persons or more who 

have been in exile for five or more years in developing countries” (UNHCR, 2006).  

Refugee: In this paper, I use the term refugee as defined by the African Union (AU) 

formerly known as the Organization of African Unity (OAU), as “any person owing 

to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, 

association or membership of a social or political ideology, is outside the country of 

his or her nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to unveil 

himself of the protection and security of that country” (OAU, 1969). This definition 

of refugee expanded the 1951 United Nations Convention on Refugees, which places 

both a geographical and time barrier to the conceptualization of refugee to only 

“people affected by war in Europe following WWII” (UN, 1951).  
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