
����������
�������

Citation: Adekola, P.O.; Azuh, D.E.;

Amoo, E.O.; Brownell, G.; Cirella, G.T.

Economic Drivers of Voluntary

Return among Conflict-Induced

Internally Displaced Persons in

Nigeria. Sustainability 2022, 14, 2060.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su14042060

Academic Editor: Michael A. Long

Received: 30 December 2021

Accepted: 9 February 2022

Published: 11 February 2022

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

sustainability

Article

Economic Drivers of Voluntary Return among Conflict-Induced
Internally Displaced Persons in Nigeria
Paul O. Adekola 1,2,3 , Dominic E. Azuh 1,3, Emmanuel O. Amoo 1,3 , Gracie Brownell 4

and Giuseppe T. Cirella 5,*

1 Demography and Social Statistics Programme, Department of Economics and Development Studies,
Covenant University, Ota 112212, Nigeria; paul.adekola@covenantuniversity.edu.ng (P.O.A.);
dominic.azuh@covenantuniversity.edu.ng (D.E.A.); emma.amoo@covenantuniversity.edu.ng (E.O.A.)

2 Research Centre for Anthropology and Health, Human Biology, Health and Society Unit, Department of
Anthropology, Faculty of Life Sciences, University of Coimbra, 3000-370 Coimbra, Portugal

3 Centre for Economic Policy and Development Research, Covenant University, Ota 112212, Nigeria
4 Department of Social Work, Texas A&M University, Commerce, TX 77843, USA; gracie.brownell@tamuc.edu
5 Faculty of Economics, University of Gdansk, 81-824 Sopot, Poland
* Correspondence: gt.cirella@ug.edu.pl; Tel.: +48-585231258

Abstract: North-East Nigeria is recovering from a decade of terrorism by Boko Haram during
which the region collapsed socioeconomically and millions were displaced. The displaced live
in various camps in Adamawa, Borno, and Yobe States, and serve as the primary source of data
for this research. The Nigerian government has expressed their desire for the displaced to return
home following peace restoration to the region. Their unwillingness to return despite the perceived
gains of reintegration prompted this research to examine economic determinants of willingness for
reintegration. Logistics regression results show a strong positive influence of having an assurance
of finding employment back home on the willingness for reintegration. The results further suggest
that displaced persons are 14 times more willing to return home when the government guarantees
employment. To encourage willingness for reintegration, the authors recommend that displaced
persons be empowered economically through the provision of jobs upon their return to their various
home communities. Recommendations for the Nigerian government and interested parties are
presented with suggestions to expand social institutions and their collaboration with the government.

Keywords: displaced persons; socioeconomics; government; return; unwillingness; reintegration;
Boko Haram; North-East Nigeria

1. Introduction

One of the causes of population displacement is terrorism; it has become a global
phenomenon in recent times. This is especially so in countries such as Afghanistan, Iraq,
Syria, Pakistan, and Yemen in the Middle East and Nigeria, Somalia, Niger, Chad, D.R.
Congo, Burkina Faso, Sudan, and Libya in Africa—all of which are ranked among the
20 most terrorized countries in the 2020 Global Terrorism Index [1]. Besides terrorism
casualties, which is estimated in the millions, 82.4 million people were displaced in 2020,
with 48 million of them remaining within their country of origin. People displaced within
their countries are called internally displaced persons (IDPs), most of who live in makeshift
camps within countries where they were displaced [2]. In Nigeria, Boko Haram has killed
over 20,000 people, and over 2.5 million have been displaced since 2009 [1–3]. According to
the Principle 28 of the United Nations Guiding Principles on IDPs, the government of each
nation with IDPs, should collaborate with relevant humanitarian agencies to coordinate
camps, provision relief materials, and develop skills acquisition [4]. To promote sustainable
reintegration, the United Nations High Commission for Refugees funds basic needs and
livelihood projects [5] which include community empowerment programs [6], microcredit,
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and cooperation-based schemes used to link IPDs to formal financial services [7]. Successful
reintegration of IDPs depends on the implementation and monitoring of agreed principles
at the local, regional, and national level [8]. The government in partnership with these
agencies also coordinate IDPs reintegration efforts after the restoration of peace. The
Nigerian government has played a leading role in IDP reintegration, through the National
Commission for Refugees, Migrants, and Internally Displaced Persons, and the National
and State Emergency Management Agencies (NEMA and SEMA) in partnership with
international organizations such as the United Nations High Commission for Refugees,
International Organization for Migration (IOM), and International Red Cross. As such, there
are several IDPs camps in North-East Nigeria erected by the Federal government through
NEMA in partnership with state governments and SEMA [9–11]. There are also more
makeshift camps built by IOM and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) in North-
East Nigeria [9,12]. Moreover, the government established the North-East Development
Commission in 2016 to oversee possible sustainable mechanisms for reintegrating its
IDPs [13].

Terrorism has crippled the socioeconomic development of North-East Nigeria, i.e., the
operation base of Boko Haram. Many villages have been destroyed, and economic activities
were destabilized through the destruction of markets, banking halls, and farmlands. Con-
sequently, livelihoods in these geopolitical areas are extremely difficult. Due to increased
counterterrorism through the joint military task force among Nigeria, Niger, Chad, and
Cameroon, North-East Nigeria has experienced relative peace since 2017, except for a slight
relapse in the first quarter of 2019. As a result, some IDPs have voluntarily returned to their
communities of origin (COO) while some still reside in host communities across North-East
Nigeria. The Nigerian government has persuaded them to return home in the wake of
relative peace in their COO to start life afresh and earn a living. However, most of the
IDPs are still unwilling to return, a decision attributed to the destruction of their villages
and means of economic survival during the peak of terrorism in the region (i.e., between
2014 and 2016). Even though it is important that the IDPs return, reintegration must be
voluntary because enforced reintegration or repatriation is against international refugee law
as enshrined in the United Nations Guiding Principles on IDPs [4,14]. Nonetheless, it is still
the government’s desire for IDPs to return to their COO to overcome social, security, and
economic barriers, and aid in rebuilding a more united, prosperous country. For instance,
situations of violation against the rights of IDPs have been traced to as far back as the
Second World War [15,16] and, unfortunately, have not abated, especially in Africa and in
the Middle East. The lack of or inadequate finance has also been one of the main challenges
of IDPs in Nigeria and other African countries such as D.R. Congo, Rwanda, Liberia, Sierra
Leone, and Mozambique—since most are unemployed [17–19]. As a result, the need to
return home or integrate elsewhere to be able to earn a living is prioritized and remains
critical to the country’s development. As such, it is necessary to investigate reasons why
IDPs in Nigeria show apathy towards reintegration despite peace restoration in their COO.

Kveder and Flahaux [20] found a positive relationship between displacement and cap-
ital accumulation among forced migrants, especially those who found better-paying jobs or
crossed international borders. Their unwillingness to return when the government makes a
call for reintegration is closely documented. Successful reintegration goes beyond economic
reintegration to include social and political reintegration with IDPs full participation in their
communities and political landscape [21]. In the Philippines, IDPs’ top three considerations
for return was reported on by Collado [22], i.e., (1) employment opportunities, (2) available
business capital assistance, and (3) financial assistance for housing. Moreover, another
recent study found that although peace restoration is welcomed, unless sources of water
both for domestic and agrarian purposes are available, most of which were damaged in the
peak of the insurgency in North-East Nigeria are restored, displaced persons would not
be willing to return to their COO [19,23]. More so, the return of displaced persons to their
former communities has induced several disputes on repossession of real estate property
in some African countries with weak relevant social institutions unable to find plausible
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solutions. The fear of escalation of post-return riots on repossession of real estate properties
might also make Nigerian IDPs unwilling to return. For IDPs in Burundi, asset ownership
such as land and livestock upon reintegration and community support correlated with a
desire to return and cope with food security [24]. Moreover, access to improved healthcare
across IDPs camps and host communities among elderly and reproductive IDP women
are also key reasons some displaced persons in Turkey and Afghanistan were reluctant to
return to their COO [25,26]. A recent study also associated reluctance to voluntary return
with power outage in those communities that had electricity before displacement [23].
Some studies also found that the reluctance of ex-warlords, child soldiers, and combatants
to return home is based on the difficulty to gain acceptance, warmth, and love back from
their communities at the expiration of war, e.g., Uganda, Sierra Leone, and Liberia [18,27].
This, however, is not the case in Nigeria because Nigerian IDPs are not ex-soldiers or
warlords. Reintegration to post-conflict communities has been found not only a boost in
socioeconomic activities but also has been linked with induced urbanization [19,28] and
school resumption for displaced school aged children. This is crucial since Catalano [29]
conferred that unless concerted efforts are made by parents, and backed by a strong in-
stitutional framework, the effects of forced displacement on primary school pupils may
be long-lasting.

Despite these perceived and real benefits of reintegration, IDPs in Nigeria are still
showing apathy to it. There is a dearth in the literature on IDPs’ reluctance to return home
and why in Nigeria the case is no different. Employing Cernea’s [30] Risk, Safeguard, and
Reconstruction Model, this research, in retrospect, examines the core economic drivers
of willingness for voluntary return among conflict-induced internally displaced persons
(CiIDPs) in North-East Nigeria. The findings from the study will contribute to the existing
literature on social factors found in previous studies [19,25,26,31]. Findings will also
help the Nigerian government decide which economic factors are pertinent to encourage
reintegration among IDPs in Nigeria. Moreover, it will help stakeholders and policymakers
build social institutions and agencies to drive the demands of displaced persons towards
sustainable development in COO. This will help to solve the problem of poverty and
hunger among CiIDPs in Nigeria, which interrelates with the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs)—specifically, SDG1 and SDG2.

2. Risks, Safeguard, and Reconstruction Model: Population Displacement
and Resettlement

This research uses Cernea’s [30] Risk, Safeguard, and Reconstruction Model which
is one of the foremost models proposed in the early 1980s for guiding equity during pop-
ulation displacement and resettlement programs. In this model, Cernea [30] identified a
high level of inequality and injustice by displaced persons especially during reconstruc-
tion and development. This is important since IDPs can share the benefits of growth
economically, socially, and—in a community sense—emotionally. According to Cernea [30],
resettlement must be socially responsible, guided by equity so that no returning CiIDP is
impoverished after resettlement. To deal with any form of impoverishment, it is suggested
that a risk and reconstruction framework for resettlement operations is structured; it will
need to be framed in such a way that the unintended flaws associated with policies and
methodologies of planning and financing resettlement projects is closely considered and
appropriately administered.

Cernea [30] argues that before resettlement, displaced persons need rehabilitation to
address the trauma they have experienced. In most cases, however, this does not happen.
For example, during the intensive reconstruction project in India in the early 1990s, 75%
of those displaced were not rehabilitated and were more impoverished than prior to their
displacement [32–34]. This is not limited to India, as such impoverishments and injustices
are endemic in developing countries [15,27,35]. Furthermore, the social exclusion that
displaced persons suffer [36,37] which is contrary to the true intention of resettlement
and development. Worried by these trends, i.e., those associated with reconstruction and
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development, Cernea [30] developed a model of risks and risk avoidance anchored on four
intrinsic concepts. The first concept suggests that wherever resettlement is to take place, the
landless, homeless, and jobless must be protected and provided with economic recovery
routes. Second, marginalization must be discouraged at every stage of the reconstruction
and resettlement processes. Third, there must be a focus on food security to ensure
sustenance during displacement. Fourth, the restoration of land and other resources to the
rightful owners must be employed [30]. Together, these four concepts will facilitate that the
reconstruction and development processes are just, equitable, and fair. On the other hand,
if they are not fulfilled, the displaced will either be reluctant to return or be impoverished
at the end of the integration process.

3. Materials and Methods

A structured questionnaire served as the primary instrument of data collection for this
study. The questionnaire contains two sections. Section A examines the background charac-
teristics of the respondents, while section B made inquiries into the economic determinants
of willingness for voluntary return among CiIDPs in Nigeria. A total of 928 respondents
were randomly selected from CiIDPs in selected IDPs camps across the three core states
in North-East Nigeria, i.e., where Boko Haram activities were intense, leading to unprece-
dented displacements. A list of all IOM recognized IDPs camps in three of Nigeria’s states
are presented in Table 1. After the listing and number of IDPs were recorded, systematic
sampling was performed and two IDPs camps in Adamawa State, two in Yobe State, and
four in Borno State were assayed. Furthermore, four camps were selected in Borno State
since it housed over 70% of all the IDPs in Nigeria. Having synthesized the statistics,
systematic sampling method was used to select the first and third camp in Adamawa State,
the first, fourth, seventh, and tenth camp in Borno State, being the state with the largest
number of IDP camps, and the first and third camp in Yobe State. This implied that eight
IDPs camps were systematically selected for sampling. The total number of questionnaires
that were administered in each IDPs camp was proportionally calculated according to the
number of IDPs in each camp so as to deal with the issue of skewness. It is important
to state that many of the IDPs camps have closed because many IDPs have settled down
in host communities which are relatively peaceful. However, the listed camps and the
number of IDPs in each are still recognized by the Federal government as well as the states
where they are cited. The total number of IDPs remaining in camps across the North-East
is 34,110 IDPs, which was benchmarked as the target population for the study. When the
target population (i.e., 34,110 IDPs) is divided by the sample size of 928, it gives a score of
36.8. This infers that approximately, one IDP per 37 IDPs in North-East was interviewed
for the study, making it a representative sample of IDPs with similar challenges.

Respondents were asked to select from a range of questions specific to economic need
and what might likely induce their willingness to voluntarily return home, as well as what
might make the return sustainable. Their responses were later regrouped and recoded into
four categories: 1–3, 4–6, 7–9, and 10–12 which connote economic needs that are “not a
priority, low, high, and highest priority”, respectively, to their willingness for voluntary
return. The four economic needs that were ranked by the respondents are reintegration
and financial assistance (RFA), subsidized agricultural implements and seed stock (SAIS),
employment and job opportunities (EJO), and opening of commercial centers (OCC). It is
important to note that SAIS refers to the common crops such as improved maize seed, millet,
sorghum, beans, and improved rice seed stock which were grown in the environment prior
to the displacement as well as subsidized amount for hiring tractors, mowers, and other
heavy equipment for mechanized agriculture. These core economic needs emanate from
extensive review of similar literature [27,38,40–43] on economic factors that encouraged
displaced persons to return home after peace restoration to their communities in Liberia
and Uganda. Since the IDPs were displaced from agrarian communities, most of them were
farmers prior to being displaced. The idea behind the grouping was to examine which
economic needs innovatively and intuitively would induce the interest of CiIDPs in Nigeria
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to return home. The displaced were also asked to list any other economic needs which may
encourage them to a voluntary return. The study sought this additional information for
three scientific reasons. One, it wanted new contributions to knowledge going beyond what
previous base knowledge explored. Two, the background characteristics of IDPs in Nigeria
might be different from those in Liberia and Uganda, i.e., country-specific requisites. Third,
the environment (i.e., microclimate) in Nigeria is different from Liberia and Uganda, and
such a factor may play a part in IDPs’ decision to return to their COO.

Table 1. Names of camps and numbers of IDPs in North-East, Nigeria, dated 28 February 2018.

S/N Locations of IDPs Camps Estimated Population of
IDPs in Camp

IDPs camps in Adamina State

1 Damare Camp, Fufore LGA 1845
2 Angwan Kara Camp, Girei LGA 784
3 Malkohi Camp, Yola South LGA 1491

Total Number of IDPs in Adamawa State 4120

IDPs camps in Borno State

1 NYSC Camp Maiduguri 5587
2 Chad Basin Camp, Bornu State 5336
3 Government Girls’ College, Maiduguri 4750
4 Dalori I & II IDPs Camp 7500
5 Government Girls’ Secondary School, Yelwa 5681
6 Government Girls’ Secondary School, Biu 2250
7 Bakasi/Farm Centre IDPs Camp 6000
8 Government Secondary School, Maiduguri 3352
9 Wulari IDP Camp, Maiduguri 9021
10 Shetima Ali Monguno IDPs Camp 2000
11 Sanda Kyarimi Secondary School 1003
12 Ngomari Gana Primary School 2700

Total Number of IDPs in Borno State 55,180

IDPs camps in Yobe State

1 Sabonsara IDPs Camp, Potiskum LGA 651
2 Pompomari Primary School Camp, Gubja LGA 1850
3 YBC Camp, Damaturu LGA 9036

Estimated Total Number of IDPs in Yobe State 11,536
Estimated Grand total for Adamawa, Borno, Yobe States 70,837

Source: IOM [38] and Enitan-Matthews [39] as supplied by NEMA.

The study’s ethical issues on investigating human subjects were in-line with Covenant
University Health Research Ethics Committee and international best practices were adopted
according to the Helsinki Declaration. Participants gave their informed consent and
received information about the nature of the study, about the voluntary nature of their
participation, and that they could withdraw at any stage of the discussion if they felt unsafe
or unsatisfied with the questions asked. The researchers also assured participant anonymity
and privacy. In terms of the validity and reliability of the research data, similar studies
of this nature in Africa, Asia, and Latin America [18,38,40,44–48] have used the same
method and recorded bountiful results. Scientifically, the reliability of data of this nature is
cross validated if similar results have been obtained in similar research endeavors. Except
for gender distribution of the respondents, most other results obtained in this research,
especially on security, capital for business, and skill acquisition validate findings from
other similar studies. Data collection lasted for 5 months. This study used two levels
of data analysis: univariate and multivariate. The univariate technique was adopted to
analyze the background characteristics of the respondents while for the multivariate level,
binary logistic regression was employed to estimate the odds of willingness for voluntary
return—controlling for respondent-selected socioeconomic needs. Binary logistics was
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adopted because the response to the dependent variable (i.e., willingness to return) is
dichotomous, categorical, and cannot be ordered. Willingness to return was responded to
as ‘unwilling’ (i.e., 0) and ‘willing’ (i.e., 1). The description of the regression model adopted
for this study used Equation (1).

Log p/1-P = α+ β1X1 + β2X2+ . . . BnXn + e (1)

where: P is the likelihood of willingness to return based on the selected economic needs,
1-P is the likelihood of unwillingness to return given the same selected economic needs; X1,
. . . Xn are a set of independent variables earlier stated; α is the regression constant; Bn are
regression coefficients; and e is the error term.

The implicit function of the model is stated as Equation (2).

Y = f(X, T) (2)

where: Y is the willingness to return (i.e., dependent variable); X is the vector for back-
ground characteristics denoted as follows: SOO—State of Origin, RC—Residence Category,
E—Ethnicity, LE—Level of Education, A—Age, and DC—Duration in the Camp; and T is
the vector for economic variables denoted as follows: RFAS, SAIS, EJO, and OCC.

The explicit function of the model is stated, thus, using Equation (3).

Y = β+β1RFA + β2E + β3AIS + β4OCC + . . . e (3)

where: Y is the dependent variable representing willingness to return; β1 to β4 are the
regression coefficient; and e is the error term.

4. Results
4.1. Background Characteristics of Respondents

At the end of the fieldwork, 866 questionnaires were found eligible for the study,
which gives a response rate of 93.3%. The descriptive analysis of selected background
characteristics of the respondents is shown in Table 2. The majority (i.e., 73.6%) of the
displaced persons in Nigeria were from Borno State while 21.9% and 4.5% were from
Yobe and Adamawa States, respectively. Inquiry into their residence categories before
displacement shows that most (i.e., 71.8%) of the displaced persons were actually from
rural communities, while 15.2% were displaced from semi-urban communities, and about
13% were displaced from urban centers. As for age categories, the results showed that
19.9% of the displaced ranged between 15 and 24 years old, 38.5% were between 25 and
34 years old, 25.4% were between 34 and 44 years old, 11.3% were between 45 and 54 years
old, and 5% were 55 years and above.

Table 2. Selected background characteristics of the respondents.

Selected Socio-Demographic Characteristics Frequency Percentage

State of origin
Borno State 637 73.6

Adamawa State 39 4.5
Yobe State 190 21.9

Residence prior displacement
Rural 622 71.8

Semi-urban 132 15.2
Urban 112 12.9

Age
15–24 172 19.9
25–34 333 38.5
35–44 220 25.4
45–54 98 11.3

55 and above 43 5.0
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Table 2. Cont.

Selected Socio-Demographic Characteristics Frequency Percentage

Sex
Female 263 30.4
Male 603 69.6

Level of education
No formal education 564 65.1
Primary education 145 16.7

Nomadic primary education 26 3.0
Secondary education 105 12.1

Tertiary education 26 3.0
Marital status

Single 133 15.4
Married 618 71.4
Divorced 36 4.2
Widowed 64 7.4

Never married 15 1.7
Duration in the camp

1 Year 32 3.7
2 Years 175 20.2
3 Years 362 41.8

4 Years and above 297 34.3
Occupation prior displacement

Farming 479 55.3%
Trade and business 115 13.3

Civil servant 73 8.4
Artisan 69 8.0

Self-employed and other 130 14.0
Income level prior displacement

Below NGN 20,000 362 41.8
NGN 20,000–NGN 39,999 224 25.9
NGN 40,000–NGN 59,999 82 9.5
NGN 60,000–NGN 79,999 100 11.5

NGN 80,000 and above 18 2.1
Not applicable 80 9.2

Source: Authors’ own compilation from the field survey, 2021.

Surprisingly, results about gender distribution of CiIDPs in North-East Nigerian camps
showed that 30.4% of the displaced persons are female, while 69.6% of them are male. It
should be noted that one of the reasons for this gender distribution was children less than
15 years old were left out of the study since they might not be able to account for economic
variables that induce return willingness. Results about their educational status showed
that more than half (i.e., 65.1%) of them did not have formal education. Those who have
primary education were 16.7%, while 3%, 12.1% and 3% have nomadic primary education,
secondary education, and tertiary education, respectively. Inquiry about their occupation
before displacement showed that above half (i.e., 55.3%) of them were farmers while only
8.4% were civil servants. Those who were into businesses before being displaced were 13.3%
while 8% were artisans. In addition, 4.7% were self-employed and others and those who
ticked not applicable most likely were not working in any capacity (i.e., 1.8%). The result
on marital status shows that 15.4% of the displaced persons in Nigeria who participated in
the study were single while 71.4% were married; 4.2% of the displaced were divorced, and
7.4% and about 2% were widowed and never married, respectively. These never-married
IDPs are those who have one or two births out of wedlock and those cohabiting. Income
level of the respondents prior displacement was also examined, indicating that almost
49% of the Nigerian IDPs earned less than NGN 20,000 per month (i.e., USD 48) before
being displaced. Distribution of other categories of earnings shows that about 30% of
them earned between NGN 20, 000 and NGN 39,999 (i.e., USD 49 and USD 98) while 9.5%
and 11.5% earned between NGN 40,000–59,999 (i.e., USD 99–148) and NGN 60,000–79,999
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(i.e., USD 149–198), respectively. Only 2.1% of the IDPs in Nigeria earned NGN 80,000
(i.e., USD 199) or above per month before displacement. Those who were not working
(i.e., 9.2%) before displacement said this variable did not apply to them. Finally, an inquiry
into duration spent so far in camp showed that 3.7% of them had spent 1 year in the camp
and 20.2% had spent 2 years in the camp. About 42% of them had spent 3 years, while
34.3% had spent 4 years and above in the camp.

4.2. Economic Needs of CiIDPs and Willingness for Voluntary Return

To reiterate the scaling of the economic needs, the rank of “not a priority” meant that
displaced persons did not need such requirements for them to willingly return. For those
ranked as “low priority,” it meant that although the displaced persons needed them, they
were not too important to the community and they could live without for some time. While
the rank of “high priority” meant the requirement was very important and such a need
would affect their level of sustenance and survival. Finally, those ranked as the “highest
priority” were those that the displaced would not even contemplate returning unless
they were available. These four economic needs of reintegration of financial assistance is
IOM benchmarked at a minimum of USD 580 for every returnee in an ideal situation [38].
The other three economic needs are EJO in the post-conflict communities, SAIS being an
agrarian society, and OCC such as banks, shopping malls, local markets, and the like.

RFA, otherwise popularly referred to as reparation, meant a little amount of money
given to migrants when they are returning to their COO after displacement for a certain
period. The money is intended to help them settle quickly, feed themselves for a short
period, or establish themselves in micro-businesses to discourage begging—especially in
the first few months of return. The results of their ranking are presented in Figure 1. RFA
for the initial stability on return ranks the highest (i.e., 89.4%) among the displaced persons
for willingness to return, and only 3.1% as not a priority. Besides ranking as the highest
priority, 6.9% also ranked it as high priority to their willingness for voluntary return. This
implies that cumulatively, 96.3% of the IDPs in Nigeria ranked RFA as the most crucial
demand for willingness for a voluntary to return to their COO.
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Figure 1. Economic needs towards willingness for voluntary return of CiIDPs, percentage.

EJO had a rank of 73% for the highest priority while 3% said it was not a priority.
If combined with 17.9% who said EJO was of high priority, it implies that cumulatively
90.9% of them ranked EJO as of significant priority to their willingness for voluntary return.
Moreover, 73% of them said that SAIS such as tractors, fertilizer, and high-yield seed stock
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were of highest priority to them while 3% said they were not a priority. Lastly, only 2.9%
of the respondents said that OCC such as markets, shopping complex, stores, and other
such services were not a priority to their willingness for voluntary return, as 87% said that
was of the highest priority. If combined with 7.4% who ranked OCC as a high priority,
it implies that 94.4% of the displaced persons in Nigeria see OCC as very crucial to their
willingness for voluntary return. This places OCC as the second-best ranked economic
variable besides RFA.

4.3. Other Suggested Economic Drivers of Voluntary Return among CiIDPs

Respondents were given the opportunity to list additional economic needs which they
desired but were not part of the ranking. The research identified this type of exploration
as a first of its kind within the literature on reintegration, and the responses were most
revealing. The results of the list are presented in Figure 2. It showed that capital for business
topped the list of the needs (i.e., 28.9%) among the displaced persons in Nigeria. They
opined that the capital was to buy equipment and establish themselves using some of the
vocational trainings and skills they acquired from their various camps.
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Figure 2. Suggested economic needs for voluntary return of CiIDPs, percentage.

Food, clothing, and shelter were listed by almost 26% of the respondents as part of
their pre-return needs before they could be willing to go back home. About 18% of the IDPs
said the reopening of markets and banks was crucial to their willingness to return while
nearly 14% of them said that subsidies for farm tools, chemicals, and fertilizer were vital
for their reentry. Employment as a need for returning came up again as 12.4% of the IDPs
listed it as essential for them to consider going home. Lastly, but surprisingly, about 2% of
them thought that street begging should be eliminated from their communities for them to
be willing to return. This may be because some of the IDPs linked the issue of insecurity to
street beggars and, in fact, many of the recent suicide bombers snuck into town as street
beggars before detonating the bombs.

4.4. Odds of Willingness for Voluntary Return on Respondents’ Selected Economic Needs

Influence in terms of the provision of selected economic needs were examined on the
willingness of the displaced persons’ desire to return through binary logistics regression.
Three selected economic variables were used to control for willingness to return as shown
in Table 3, i.e., RFA, EJO, and OCC. The odds ratio column indicates the change in the
predictor variable, i.e., willingness for voluntary return or otherwise. Displaced persons
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who view RFA as the highest priority for them to return home are 0.74 times less likely than
those who do not view it as a priority. However, those who view it as a low priority are
almost 5 times more likely to be willing to go back home than those who do not consider it
as a priority. Those who consider EJO as the highest priority for their willingness to return
are 1.40 times more likely than those who do not view EJO as a priority. Also, those who
consider EJO high priority for reintegration are 14.11 times more likely than those who
do not view it as a priority. More importantly, there is a significant relationship between
employment and job opportunities back at home and willingness for a voluntary return
(i.e., OR = 14.11; p < 0.05). OCC is the last variable examined and shows that those who
consider it as their highest priority are 0.42 times less likely to be willing to return. However,
those who considered OCC a low priority for their willingness to return are 3.19 times more
likely to desire a return to their COO.

Table 3. Logistics regression estimating the odds of willingness to return controlling for respondents
selected economic needs.

Variables and Selected
Economic Needs

Level of
Priority

Odds Ratio
(Exp. β)

Str.
Error p-Value

Reintegration financial assistance

Not a priority RC - -
Low priority 4.99 1.45 0.27
High priority 0.20 1.34 0.23

Highest priority 0.74 0.57 0.60

Employment and job opportunities

Not a priority RC - -
Low priority 0.10 162.06 0.99
High priority 14.11 0.90 0.003 **

Highest priority 1.40 0.38 0.38

Opening of commercial centers

Not a priority RC - -
Low priority 3.19 16.06 0.99F
High priority 0.21 0.94 0.10

Highest priority 0.42 0.60 0.14

Log-likelihood 717.360
R2 0.376

LR Chi2
104.374
(df = 30)

Prob > Chi2 0.000
Source: Authors’ own compilation from the field survey, 2021; RC = reference category; ** p < 0.05.

Those who identified EJO as the highest priority for their willingness to return are
1.40 times more likely to be willing to return than those who do not view EJO as a priority
for them to desire a voluntary return. Furthermore, those who consider EJO as a high
priority for reintegration are 14.11 times more likely to be willing to return home than
those who do not view it as a priority. More importantly, there is a significant relationship
between employment/job opportunities back at home and willingness for a voluntary
return (i.e., OR = 14.11; p < 0.05). OCC is the last variable examined, and results show
that those who consider it as their highest priority to desire a return are 0.42 times less
likely to be willing to return. However, those who imagine OCC as a low priority for their
willingness to return are 3.19 times more likely to desire a return to their COO.

The results in the model show a Log-likelihood ratio (LLR) of 717.360, R2 = 37.6, and
Log Chi-square = 104.374 on 30 degrees of freedom while p-value = 0.001. This implies
that the adjusted model summary showed that the independent variables (i.e., the selected
economic characteristics) were able to explain 37.6% change in the desire of displaced
persons in Nigeria to be willing to return home with an LLR of 717.360 on 30 degrees of
freedom. It can, therefore, be asserted that the selected economic needs have a positive
influence on the desire of CiIDPs in Nigeria for a choice of voluntary return to their COO.
The overall percentage, from the regression analysis, indicates a 59.4% level of accuracy in
the prediction of the outcome variable. The model summary shows 16.1% and 21.5% level
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of variations in the predicted variable as explained by the independent variables given by
“Cox and Snell R square” (i.e., 0.161) and “Nagelkerke R square” (i.e., 0.215). This provides
confidence that this model is relevant in demonstrating the effect of respondents selected
economic needs on the willingness to voluntarily return home. Overall, the statistics
supported that the model correctly predicts the outcome variable by 59.4%. This implies
that the planned reintegration of CiIDPs in Nigeria would not be successful and sustainable
if the government does not address these economic needs and IDPs are forced to return to
their COO.

5. Discussion

RFA was ranked highest (i.e., 89.4%) amongst CiIDPs’ needs for voluntary return,
which was not a surprise for three main reasons, among others. First, previous studies on
IDPs in Africa have cited lack of money (i.e., finance) to cater for IDPs’ daily life as the
most prominent need [15,17]. Second, no one wants to return to their COO without a fixed
source of income and resort to begging to survive. The IDPs stated that they wanted to
at least settle down with some financial assistance while they transitioned to a form of
gainful economic activity. Third, IOM, the largest international agency facilitating assisted
voluntary return and reintegration globally, made it a statutory requirement that every
returning migrant receives a minimum of USD 580 when they decide to return to their
COO, especially in a post-conflict context of this nature [38]. The displaced persons in
Nigeria and our respondents are yet to receive this allotment which may contribute to their
unwillingness to return. Although, most of them noted they were not aware of that until the
news of it started to be reported among camp personnel. They are, however, of the opinion
that even if the IOM-regulated amount is not available, the government should at least
provide them a little amount of money for immediate use upon their return. The Nigerian
government can also use micro-credit and cooperative programs as financial strategies
to facilitate IDPs access to formal financial services [7] immediately upon their return.
Lack of finance to get food items and other personal needs were some of the reasons for
unsuccessful reintegration and consequent protracted civil war and re-displacement among
formerly displaced persons in Colombia, Uganda, Sierra Leone, and Liberia [18,40,43].
Therefore, in line with Cernea’s [30] risks and risk avoidance model, it will truly be risky
for displaced persons to return to their COO without any hope of livelihood. This would
mean returning to hunger, hopelessness, and desperation which may not be unconnected
with their apathy toward the government’s plea for them to return home.

EJO was another economic variable ranked very high among the returning migrants.
This is in line with previous studies which have confirmed that having a way to earn a
living upon returning home is likely to guide against re-displacement as was experienced
in Liberia and northern Uganda. Besides, the challenge of local hostility which returning
migrants usually face in their previous communities may be reduced since they are engaged
in productive economic activities [43]. Gaining employment is a challenge for displaced
persons even if they choose to migrate overseas as refugees. Similarly, finding among
IDPs in the Philippines showed that the need for employment and financial assistance
to start a business and obtain housing was a primary challenge [22]. For example, in an
empirical study by Verwiebe et al. [46], incoming refugees from the Middle East faced
several challenges in obtaining employment in Austria as a result of difficulties relating
to culture, language, and discrimination, among other factors. If securing employment
poses a challenge to incoming migrants in a developed economy such as Austria, IDPs in
in North-East Nigeria may also experience problems reintegrating to a largely agrarian
society in a developing country. Displaced persons in Nigeria appear to be aware of this
fact, which is why in our regression analysis, EJO was significantly related (i.e., p < 0.05) to
a willingness to return. This implies that displaced persons will be willing to return to their
COO once they are sure that they will be productively engaged which would help them
make a living. One of the risks to guide against in returning IDPs to their root as discussed
by Cernea [30] is social isolation. The fact is that returning migrants will not experience
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such a risk if they are not productively engaged and self-sufficient which is why having
something to do is very crucial upon returning to their COO.

Moreover, the high ranking of OCC is understandable since these centers were com-
pletely destroyed while others were shut down for fear of being attacked during the peak
of the insurgency between 2014 and 2016. Many of them are still not opened to date. There-
fore, reopening them and commencing commercial activities was viewed by the displaced
people as one of the key determinants of the desire to return. This is in tandem with previ-
ous studies which link economic recovery and sustainable reintegration in post-conflict
communities to resuscitation of commercial activities [40,45,47,48]. Therefore, restoration
of commercial activities is a key requirement for previously displaced persons to desire
a return.

Another factor ranking as very high were SAIS, which is not a big surprise, bearing in
mind that North-East Nigeria is an agrarian society. Descriptive statistics from the fieldwork
shows that more than half (i.e., 55.3%) of the displaced persons from the region were
involved in farming. This implies that they may likely return to farming after successful
reintegration. The opportunity to obtain improved seed stock, fertilizers, and other farm
equipment subsidized or at lower prices are needed for them to return to farming. They
will also be able to sell their farm produce in the market if commercial activities have been
restored as previously discussed. As such, OCC and SAIS work side by side as far as this
study is concerned. Previous studies showed that some Albanian farmers were only able
to return to their COO and restart their sheep farming after they were encouraged with
equipment and capital [40] while IDPs in Burundi seemed to be encouraged by the return of
asset ownership including land and livestock [24]. Hence, it should be noted that displaced
persons in Nigeria will be sustainably reintegrated if similar gestures are extended to them.

6. Conclusions and Recommendations

It was found that RFA, occupation back at home, reopening of commercial centers, and
SAIS implementation act as the dominant economic determinants to induce willingness
for voluntary return among CiIDPs in Nigeria. Suggested economic needs listed also
re-emphasized the importance of some of these economic needs as they were repeated. It
can be concluded that the results have implications for institutions and social agencies in
Nigeria, i.e., especially the Federal Ministry of Humanitarian Affairs, Disaster Management,
and Social Development, since the responsibility of caring for the displaced persons is
primarily a humanitarian effort. If the Nigerian government desires to reintegrate displaced
persons as promised, the appropriate agencies should equip them economically as noted
in this study. The following recommendations, based on the results, are pertinent to the
findings and closely intertwined with international IDP standards.

• Commercial activities should be resuscitated in the region. This will augment the
regional economics of buying and selling (e.g., markets) and aid in fast-tracking a
return to life pre-displacement.

• The returnees should be financially assisted in-line with IOM [38] regulation, i.e., USD
580 for every formerly displaced person who wants to return to their COO. If the
entire amount is not available, a based amount should be provided by the Nigerian
government, e.g., USD 290 or half of what IOM regulates.

• Economic opportunities in terms of jobs or encouragement to practice skills learned
in the camp would go a long way to induce the desire of the displaced to return.
This is supported by the human capital theory which posits that education and skills
training increases individual capacity to become productive which, in turn, impacts
their ability to secure a place in the job market and earn wages.

• Since the majority of the returnees are farmers, the Nigerian government should assist
them with improved and subsidized seed stock. As found in the results, this type
of assistance would help to induce their willingness for voluntary return as a large
portion of the respondents work as farmers.
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It is the authors’ conclusion that IDPs in Nigeria will willingly return home, become
engaged economically, and be sustainably reintegrated if, e.g., the Ministry of Human-
itarian Affairs, Disaster Management, and Social Development, and other allied social
agencies in Nigeria, collaborate with other concerned stakeholders to follow the above
recommendations. Further studies should concentrate on this specific issue of how social
institutions can collaborate with government agencies to evaluate and raise funds to finance
reintegration, since it is a costly exercise which must be monitored and properly mitigated
among interested stakeholders.
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