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Abstract
Rock, A. I. R. 2021. Statebuilding through diaspora recruitment? The role of capacity,
norms and representation for legitimacy in Somaliland and Liberia. Digital Comprehensive
Summaries of Uppsala Dissertations from the Faculty of Social Sciences 182. 120 pp.
Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis. ISBN 978-91-513-1118-0.

How do the local elites and the wider population perceive returnees in post-war governments
and what shapes these returnees’ legitimacy? Overall, while acknowledging some benefits,
local elites in Somaliland and Liberia highlight challenges connected to returnees’ presence in
governments and question their legitimacy. These challenges are mirrored in the perceptions
of the Liberian population, who see returnees as less legitimate in government positions than
stayees. The legitimacy of these returnees is mainly shaped by notions of capacity, democratic
norms and practices as well as by how well they represent the local population. This thesis
provides several pioneering studies of how diaspora returnees are perceived domestically. These
issues are examined through three essays that rely on a wide array of novel data from Somaliland
and Liberia. In essay I, I discuss under which conditions returnees in the Somaliland government
are seen as legitimate. In essay II, I demonstrate how Liberian elite perceptions and experiences
of returnee ministers only slightly correspond to the expectations held in international and
national policy circles. In essays I and II, I mainly rely on elite interviews. However, in essay
III, I investigate the research question from the perspective of the general Liberian population.
Using a survey experiment, I demonstrate how a high presence of returnee ministers negatively
affects cabinet legitimacy. This effect, however, is attenuated when returnees indicate that they
will give up their ties to their host country. In this way, this thesis problematizes expectations of
diaspora returnees by showing how they seldom constitute ideal interlocutors in statebuilding
activities and their engagement often implies difficult trade-offs between central peacebuilding
and statebuilding objectives. Dominance by returnees in the government excludes local actors
and signals that qualifications acquired in the Global North are valued over domestic knowledge.
This thesis concludes that in these contexts diaspora recruitment is highly political.

Keywords: Statebuilding, Peacebuilding, Liberia, Somaliland, Diaspora, Legitimacy

Anna Ida R. Rock, Department of Government, Box 514, Uppsala University, SE-75120
Uppsala, Sweden.

© Anna Ida R. Rock 2021

ISSN 1652-9030
ISBN 978-91-513-1118-0
urn:nbn:se:uu:diva-431663 (http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:uu:diva-431663)



To Rakel and Cleo,





List of Papers 

This thesis is based on the following essays, which are referred to in the 
text by their Roman numerals. 

I Rock, Anna Ida R. (2017). ‘Perceptions of Returnees in So-
maliland Politics: The Grounds for Legitimacy’, Interna-
tional Migration, 55(5), 205-216. 

II Rock, Anna Ida R. Do diaspora returnees meet expectations? 
Technocratic skills and outsiderness in Liberian post-war 
cabinets (unpublished). 

III Rock, Anna Ida R. How legitimate are diaspora ministers 
among citizens? Findings from a survey experiment in Libe-
ria (unpublished) 

Reprints were made with permission from the respective publishers. 





Acknowledgements 

The final sections of this book were composed during the strangest of 
times. In early spring 2020, I spent too long at a hospital abroad with my 
oldest daughter, while pregnant with her little sister. During those weeks, 
Covid-19 began to top headlines all over the world. Though many have 
fared much worse over the last year, it has not been an ideal time to com-
plete a dissertation. Notwithstanding its challenges, however, this year re-
sulted in great deal of reflection and made me even more appreciative of 
the great people in my life. Without them, neither beginning nor complet-
ing this book would have been possible.  

First and foremost, I would like to acknowledge and thank my supervi-
sors: Anna Jarstad, Johanna Söderström and Maria Eriksson Baaz. Their 
help and support extends far beyond simply helping me develop and write 
this book. I am filled with gratitude for the privilege of these three wise 
and generous scholars having guided me through this journey. Anna: you 
and your scholarship have inspired me immensely. I am so fortunate to 
have had the opportunity to be part of your project “Democracy from the 
Outside?” Thank you for believing in me then and for continuing to be-
lieve in me since. I am grateful for all your encouragement and great ad-
vice, for the conversations about research, field work, career and family 
life, but also for encouraging me to rest and set work aside when I needed 
it most. Johanna: you have always gone above and beyond to help me. 
Your unwavering support has given me the confidence to try new things, 
such as carrying out a survey experiment. Your feedback (e.g., your re-
minders about the length of my paragraphs, your many suggestions on my 
graphs, and your notes when what I have written does not make much 
sense), always made me improve. You have always offered advice and 
company when I needed it the most. Thank you for being a mentor and 
friend. Maria: I am incredibly grateful that you joined my team of super-
visors during the last years. You came in and led me in the right direction 
when I got stuck, and you have continued to provide perceptive feedback 
whenever I have felt lost. Thank you for helping me sharpen my thinking 
and uplifting my work to a higher level.      



I would also like to extend my deepest thanks to PerOla Öberg and An-
ders Sjögren, who read the entire manuscript and whose insightful com-
ments greatly improved the final product. I am also deeply indebted to 
Jesper Bjarnesen, Emma Elfversson, Johan Wejryd and Luise Bendfeldt. 
This book is much better thanks to their constructive advice during the 
manuscript conference. Elin Bjarnegård and Gina Gustavsson, thank you 
for your guidance throughout the first year, but also for continuing to offer 
invaluable advice and wonderful discussions.  

I am also indebted to Peter Haldén, who I worked for as a research as-
sistant and who in many ways gave me the courage to apply to the PhD 
position. Thanks also to Mats Utas, Ken Menkhaus, Michael Walls, Mat-
thias Basedau, Neophytos Loizides and Sten Widmalm who all have pro-
vided helpful feedback on my project at various points over the years. A 
big thank you also to Anna Wistus and Jeasmin Akter who regularly an-
swered my questions about travel insurance, parental leave and everything 
else connected to my employment with patience and kindness. 

I am lucky to have completed my PhD in a department with so many 
people who generously shared their time and expertise. I wish to thank all 
of my colleagues at the Department of Government for their support and 
encouragement, as well as for providing such an open, interesting and fun 
place to spend the past six years. A special thanks to Pär Nyman, Rafael 
Ahlskog and Johan Wejryd for patiently explaining different steps of car-
rying out a survey experiment. I could not have written Essay III without 
your help. Many thanks also to Tove Hellkvist who kindly assisted me 
with the cover of this book. I am also grateful for the amazing PhD com-
munity at the Department. A special mention goes to Johanna Nilsson, Per 
Ekman, Michal Smrek, Camille Pellerin, Malin Holm, Sandra Håkansson, 
Maria Nordbrandt Bergström, Marcus Österman, Oskar Hultin Bäcker-
sten, Johanna Pettersson, Lutz Gschwind, Lauri Peterson and Linda 
Moberg, who in different ways have improved my texts, supported me 
when I was nervous about teaching or simply made the PhD time much 
more fun. My cohort played a decisive role in the writing of this book: 
Darrel Robinson, Kristoffer Jutvik, Zohreh Khoban and Sofia Helander. 
Thank you for always sharing clever thoughts, humor and support. You 
are one of the main reasons I have enjoyed the last few years so much. I 
am very grateful to have had you as colleagues and for the tremendous 
friendships we formed along the way.  

Teresa Norling, I cannot thank you enough for your help during this 
time. Your advice has improved my writing and raised my confidence 
about sharing my work. If more people were as kind-hearted as you, the 
world would be a much better place. Nazita Lajevardi also requires a very 



special thanks. Thank you for your sharp eye in proofreading, but an even 
bigger thank you for being a source of support and inspiration, as well as 
for your friendship. A special thanks also to Ariel Young. I am glad I have 
had you by my side through the whole PhD journey and for all the fun we 
have had over the last twelve years. Thank you for being such a great 
friend. I truly wish Hawaii was closer.  

I am also indebted to numerous foundations and institutions that have 
made this work possible. I thank the Swedish Research Council [VR 2013-
06334] for funding my PhD student position, and J Håkanssons stipend-
iestiftelse, Forskraftstiftelsen Theodor Adelswärds minne fstam, 
Gålöstiftelsen and Erik Borbos Hanssons stipendiefond for generously 
funding my field work and participation at International conferences. 

The support of my friends and family outside of academia has been 
instrumental to writing this book. A big thank you to Herbert Rock, Anna 
Lantz, Urban Adolfsson, Maria Wiotti, Hanna Vestin, Andrea Samosir Jo-
sephson, Annika Stenekas, Erik Stenekas, Hanna Nelson, Petter Eriksson, 
Cecilia Imbro, Lennie Imbro, Sozan Barzanje, Åsa Höijer, Nouran Briki, 
Nathalie Sahlin, Rebecca Eriksson and Emmie Grut Jonsson, for your en-
couragement, for asking interested questions and for providing an often 
needed distraction from research. Particularly helpful to me during this 
time has been the support of my mother-in-law, Ingegerd Adolfsson. 
Thank you for always helping out with Rakel and Cleo and for always 
expressing interest and support in what I am doing. And, Emily. Thank 
you for being my person. For always lending an ear and reminding me to 
trust the process, but also to trust myself. I owe you so much.   

Det största av tack till min pappa Erik Norén, den mest allmänbildade 
och varmhjärtade person jag någonsin träffat. Trots att du inte längre finns 
hos oss så hjälper du mig varje dag. Din medmänsklighet, ditt intresse för 
omvärlden och din tro på mig finns kvar hos mig. The completion of this 
book would definitely not have been possible without my mother, Steph-
anie Norén. Thank you for everything, but especially for the countless 
hours of babysitting, which enabled me to continue to focus and write even 
though I have young children. Your love and support have been more im-
portant than I can translate into words.  

Finally, Pär, without your optimism and encouragement, I would never 
have had the idea to apply to the PhD program. Thank you for being my 
life partner and for always thinking too highly of me. I am incredible grate-
ful that we are going through this circus of combining family life and our 
diverse careers together. Rakel and Cleo, thank you for making the disser-
tation work so much harder, but life so much better. I love you more than 
I can ever explain. 





Contents  

Introductory Chapter ............................................................................... 15 
Introduction ........................................................................................ 15 
Theoretical points of departure and contributions .............................. 19 

What is post-war statebuilding? ..................................................... 19 
Efficiency, capacity, and technocracy ........................................... 21 
Local legitimacy and representativeness ....................................... 27 
Diaspora returnees as bearers of particular norms and practices ... 37 

Studying perceptions of diaspora recruitments in post-war settings .. 42 
A multi-methods design to develop and test theory ...................... 42 
Case selection and context ............................................................. 44 
Research design, method, and findings in essay I: Elite 
Interviews and Perceptions of Returnees in Somaliland................ 57 
Research design, method, and findings in essay II: Elite 
experiences and perceptions in Liberia .......................................... 65 
Research design, method, and findings in essay III: Survey 
experiment with the general population in Liberia ........................ 68 

Fieldwork: ethical issues and positionality ........................................ 74 
Conclusions ........................................................................................ 81 

Capacity ......................................................................................... 84 
Norms and practices ...................................................................... 85 
Representativeness ......................................................................... 87 

References .......................................................................................... 94 
Appendix .......................................................................................... 108 





Abbreviations 

LECBS Liberia Emergency Capacity Building Support Project 
LGP Local Governance Programme 
LURD Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy 
MIDA Migration for Development in Africa 
MODEL Movement for Democracy in Liberia 
RQN Return of Qualified Nationals Programme 
SES Senior Executive Service 
SNM Somali National Movement 
TOKTEN Transfer of Knowledge Through Expatriate Nationals 
TRQN Temporary Return of Qualified Nationals Programme 
UN United Nations 
UNDP United Nations Development Programme 
UNMIL United Nations Mission in Liberia 





15 

Introductory Chapter 

Introduction 
Moreover, we call upon our colleagues of all political persuasions now in 
the Diaspora to return home and join us in meeting this exciting challenge 
of national renewal. [. . .] I re-echo my appeal to all of you to please come 
home!! Please make the sacrifice, for your country needs you and needs 
you now!!! 

- Liberian President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf, Inaugural Address.1

Only by being a diaspora, you know about the world outside [. . .] You 
have seen England and want to bring it here.You have seen like how MPs 
campaign and how the house debates issues! And we have to show them 
what we know! 

- Member of Somaliland Parliament, Hargeisa (Interview 1 2015).

Many post-war cabinets and parliaments are dominated by diaspora re-
turnees. Long internal wars often lead to collapse of education systems 
and many qualified citizens seeking refuge and opportunities in other 
countries. As a result, post-war countries often lack the human resources 
and capacities to deal with societal challenges (Turner 2008; Reilly 2017). 
To (re)build state institutions, lay the foundation for democratic govern-
ance, and (re)form the social contract between states and citizens (Addison 
and Mansoob 2001), governments need to engage highly skilled individu-
als who are knowledgeable about the domestic circumstances in post-war 
governments (Chesterman, Ignatieff and Thakur 2004). As many of the 
most educated and experienced nationals are located abroad, newly-
formed post-war governments often recruit from the diaspora. It may serve 
as a straight-forward solution to turn to the diaspora for such recruitments. 
But are diaspora governments seen as legitimate? 

International agencies, foreign and national governments, as well as di-
aspora groups themselves often portray the diaspora as a vital part of the 

1 For full inaugural address see Carrie Chapman Catt Center (2017). 
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post-war resource pool. As noted in the introductory quotations, post-war 
governments often call for the returning diaspora to share what they have 
learned abroad. 

Within peacebuilding and statebuilding research it is claim that the poor 
record of many peacebuilding and statebuilding operations largely stems 
from a lack of local ownership, translating into a lack of local2 legitimacy 
of these processes (e.g., Pietz 2007; Donais 2009; Richmond 2012). At the 
same time, international donors generally promote liberal democratic ide-
als and require that (re)constructed state institutions live up to Western3 
standards of government (Moe 2011). Therefore, from the perspective of 
international agencies, recruits from the diaspora seem to be ‘ideal inter-
locutors in reconstruction activities; they speak both “Western” and local 
languages, and understand both “Western” and local approaches to getting 
things done’ (Hughes 2011, p. 1506). The return of a well-qualified dias-
pora can fill gaps in the civil service ‘with greater legitimacy’ than foreign 
technocrats (Chesterman, Ignatieff and Thakur 2004). That is, the diaspora 
returnees are assumed, being lauded with the legitimacy of the domestic 
actors as well as with the qualifications and Western understanding of the 
internationals (Hughes 2011). 

These assumptions are illustrated by cases where invading powers and 
other international agencies place or support actors from the diaspora in 
top positions in interim governments, such as in Afghanistan, Iraq, and 
Liberia. Similarly, international donors have launched a wide range of ca-
pacity building return programs to mobilize skilled individuals in the di-
aspora for the benefit of homeland development.4 These include programs 
to recruit people from the diaspora to fill top positions in the government.5 

Although diaspora returnees dominate governments and parliaments in 
many highly sensitive political settings, we know very little about how 
these returnees are perceived domestically. Specifically, it remains unclear 

                        
2 Terms such as “local” or “international” are both highly imprecise terms. As I will show 
later on especially the meaning of “local” is contested both theoretically and empirically. I 
have still chosen to use them since they are standard terms in the literature I am speaking 
to and there is a lack of other suitable terms which can capture the phenomenon of interest. 
I will discuss this more in depth further on in the thesis. 
3 Also the term “Western” has been rightfully criticized (see e.g. Apphia 2016). It is how-
ever also commonly used in scholarly and policy literature. Equally important it is empir-
ically referred to by respondents in the cases included in this thesis.  
4 Launched in the 1970s, Transfer of Knowledge Through Expatriate Nationals (TOKTEN) 
by the UNDP and the IOM Return of Qualified Nationals (RQN) are two such programs. 
Two other iconic programs are Migration for Development in Africa (MIDA) and Tempo-
rary Return of Qualified Nationals (TRQN), established by the IOM in the early 2000s.  
5 Such as The Liberia Emergency Capacity Building Support (LECBS) project funded by 
UNDP, the Open Society Initiative and the Government of Liberia. 
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whether the domestic population views these returnees as competent and 
legitimate civil servants. A few scholars have problematized the idea that 
diaspora returnees, both in general and as participants in capacity return 
programs, will automatically be perceived as part of the national commu-
nity (e.g., Brinkerhoff 2008; Hughes 2011; Sánchez Villa 2011; Baser 
2018; Nyamnjoh 2018). Chesterman, Ignatieff and Thakur 2004 has 
warned that the local legitimacy of diaspora returnees is ‘not unlimited [...] 
and the emergence of the diaspora as a new political elite may itself give 
rise to new political tensions’ (2004, p. 370). Yet, few scholars have em-
pirically investigated if and how these tensions are manifested. 

Despite calls for an increased focus on comparing the experience of 
“stayees”6 with those of diaspora returnees (Délano and Gamlen 2014), 
few studies have examined how stayees view returnees placed in elite po-
litical positions such as in the cabinet and the parliament. Nonetheless, 
political elites play a vital role in these contexts. Often in co-operation 
with international actors elites are generally in charge sustaining peace, 
managing resources and external relations, implementing statebuilding in-
itiatives in new political institutions, and guiding the move from war to a 
supposedly non-violent, democratic society (Hensell and Gerdes 2012). 

The scant attention in the scholarly literature of how diaspora returnees 
in these positions are perceived is surprising since it revolves around sub-
jects close to the heart of political science, such as: who should be consid-
ered part of the demos, how elite contestation over political power is con-
ducted, who has the right to represent and govern the national population 
post war, and how new or rebuilt political institutions gain legitimacy. As 
returnee ministers and Members of Parliaments (MPs) are appointed to the 
most powerful positions in key political institutions in places where peace 
is often fragile and identities are highly politicized, their presence might 
either reinforce or harm state stability. Hence, more knowledge about how 
diaspora ministers are perceived is needed. 

To this end, the overarching aim of this thesis is to contribute to further 
knowledge about – and problematize expectations on – returnees from the 
diaspora in post-war governments. To address this aim, this thesis investi-
gates the following research question: How do the local elites and the 
wider population perceive returnees in post-war governments and what 
shapes these returnees’ legitimacy? 

                        
6 Here “stayees” refers to those who have stayed in the country of origin and therefore are 
not considered part of the diaspora residing in the Global North. However, as with the term 
“local”, this term is a simplification of a far more complex reality. In Africa, for instance, 
movement across borders is essential to many people’s income (Bjarnesen 2013) and in 
many cases “stayees” have moved internally or have been staying in neighboring countries. 
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In this thesis, I am studying a certain group of political elites and how 
they are understood from the perspective of other elites and the wider pop-
ulation. I study the issue of returnees in two branches of the government – 
cabinets and parliaments – in two contrasting cases, Somaliland and Libe-
ria. These are both small post-war states that have experienced dispropor-
tionate influence of diaspora returnees in politics. These cases will be fur-
ther presented and discussed in the section ‘Case selection and context’. 

In addition to this introduction, this thesis is comprised of three essays. 
The first essay examines the extent to which returnee MPs and cabinet 
ministers are perceived as legitimate in Somaliland from the perspective 
of the local elite. The second essay investigates how local Liberian elites’ 
perceptions of returnee ministers correspond to or deviate from the expec-
tations held in international and national policy circles. The third essay 
analyses how a large presence of diaspora returnees in post-war cabinets 
affects the way the local population perceives the legitimacy of the cabi-
net.  

This thesis makes several unique empirical and theoretical contribu-
tions. It provides rich novel empirical data stemming both from elite inter-
views and a survey in an area of research, as well as a geographical area, 
where available empirical data about political elites are scarce. This thesis 
also offers methodological insights from data collection and gives exam-
ples of opportunities and challenges associated with both elite interviews 
and survey experiments in Somaliland and Liberia. Moreover, by combin-
ing an inductive and deductive approach, I develop and test new theoreti-
cal insights and hypotheses within a research and policy area with limited 
previous theorizing – i.e., diaspora returnees in post-war cabinets and par-
liaments. This will be further elaborated on below. 

The rest of this introduction is divided into four parts. The next section 
describes how this thesis is positioned in relation to related research fields 
such as research about statebuilding, return migration, and diaspora stud-
ies and literature about cabinets and representation. In addition, I will ex-
plain in which ways the thesis contributes to the knowledge within these 
fields and present the theoretical departure points for this thesis. In the 
second part, I present my research design, methods, and findings in the 
three essays. I discuss the cases and how my cases were selected, Somali-
land’s and Liberia’s conflict history and role of their diasporas, as well as 
the methodological lessons from the studies. In the third part I discuss eth-
ics and reflexivity connected to my studies. In the fourth and final part, I 
discuss my conclusions and how they relate to each other. I then provide 
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my take on how we should understand local perceptions of diaspora re-
turnees in post-war governments. Finally, I identify limitations of this 
study as well as prospects for future work within this area. 

Theoretical points of departure and contributions 
What is post-war statebuilding? 
This thesis mainly positions itself within the literature of international 
statebuilding. This is an extensive field of research focusing on contem-
porary statebuilding efforts after civil war, and definitions and lessons 
from this literature are applicable to this study.  

Opinions vary regarding what the core functions of a state consist of as 
well as how statebuilding should be defined. However, there is general 
agreement that the following areas are essential functions of the state and 
therefore included in statebuilding, the provision of security, the rule of 
law (police and justice system), delivery of basic services (such as health 
care and emergency relief), capability to develop and implement budget 
plans (e.g., Paris and Sisk 2009), functioning foreign relations, tax collec-
tion and mechanism for managing international aid (e.g., Balthasar 2012, 
p. 229), management of public finances, definition of citizenship and du-
ties (Ghani et al. 2006), and coordinating collective efforts such as infra-
structure development (e.g., Chandler and Sisk 2013). From these differ-
ent elements, this thesis views statebuilding as a process following intra-
state war in order to create or recover ‘the authoritative, legitimate, and 
capable governance institutions that can provide for security and the nec-
essary rule-of-law conditions for economic and social development’ (Sisk 
2013, p. 1). 

Although this thesis has its departure within the statebuilding field, one 
key assumption is that statebuilding and peacebuilding are closely inter-
twined: to create legitimate state institutions is often a core aspect of 
peacebuilding (King and Matthews 2012, p. 277; Mac Ginty 2014). Alt-
hough often connected, these two concepts should not be seen as synony-
mous. Moreover, they can often be conflicting. For example, support for 
the creation of new institutions or a new political system can undermine 
stability and peace in societies polarized after civil wars.  

Widely divergent definitions of peacebuilding exist and its meaning is 
contested by people, organizations, and scholars. Some use it broadly to 
refer to peacekeeping, peacemaking, and conflict prevention (Wood 2003) 
or as ‘efforts to implement and consolidate peace agreements’ (Jarstad, 
2008, p. 17).  
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Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s widely-cited Agenda for Peace views peace-
building as ‘action to identify and support structures which will tend to 
strengthen and solidify peace in order to avoid a relapse into conflict’ 
(1992, para. 21). Many definitions and practices of peacebuilding missions 
address intrastate wars and engage in political, social, and institutional 
transformation to enable sustainable peace (Bertram 1995, p. 388), a view 
of peacebuilding I use in this thesis. Despite being separate concepts and 
sometimes conflicting phenomena, a key assumption in this thesis is that 
statebuilding cannot be successful in the long run if peace is not main-
tained. Thus, efforts to enhance statebuilding from a short time horizon 
not only endangers the sustainability of peace but also risks the sustaina-
bility of the statebuilding process in the long run.  

As with the conflict between peacebuilding and statebuilding, the inter-
play of democratization and peacebuilding often create problems (Jarstad 
and Sisk 2008). For example, efforts to increase democracy may in many 
cases undermine peace and vice versa, an outcome that can also be true for 
statebuilding and democratization. Although international statebuilding 
efforts generally have included democratizations, these concepts are not 
synonyms. Statebuilding per se does not require the creation of a western-
styled democracy or neoliberal markets (Paris and Sisk 2009). Thus, an-
other essential conceptual distinction is that statebuilding should be sepa-
rated from democratization.  

Another concept closely related to statebuilding and peacebuilding is 
nationbuilding. Nationbuilding is often used interchangeably with 
statebuilding, particularly within policy circles and American statebuild-
ing scholarship (e.g., Watson 2004). Although closely connected, these 
concepts can be seen as two potentially conflicting processes: 

 
[S]tatebuilding focus[es] primarily on public institutions – the machinery 
of the state, from courts and legislature to laws and bureaucrats – whereas 
nation-building refers to the strengthening of a national population’s col-
lective identity, including its sense of national distinctiveness and unity. 
(Paris and Sisk, 2009, pp. 14–15) 

Importantly, the distinction between these concepts shows that the differ-
ent goals international and national actors generally hold as important in 
post-war contexts often are conflicting. Here, I argue that the role of dias-
pora returnees in governments connects to the trade-offs between different 
objectives of peacebuilding, statebuilding, democratization, and na-
tionbuilding.  
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Efficiency, capacity, and technocracy 
As expressed above, (re)building efficient state institutions lies at the very 
core of statebuilding and is often viewed as a solution to many of the prob-
lems facing post-war communities:  

 
International actors regard an efficient and capable state as a bulwark 
against conflict recidivism, as a clearing house for competing demands 
among citizens, as a provider of social goods and as an organ able to ad-
minister the economic and diplomatic responsibilities of statehood on the 
international stage. According to this logic, if the state is ‘perfected’ then 
conflict will be unlikely […]. (Mac Ginty 2012, p. 290). 

However, capable and efficient state institutions require qualified officials 
in top positions, a prerequisite that is often lacking in post-war contexts. 
Many low income countries have a high outflow of qualified individuals 
irrespective of societal unrest; moreover, migration of skilled workers of-
ten increases during civil war (e.g., Bang and Mitra 2010; Reilly 2017) as 
elites generally have the resources to leave. Often, elites remaining after 
war lack necessary qualifications to efficiently lead a statebuilding process 
or act as top technocrats in the government. For example, in 2004 there 
were only 30–40 lawyers in all of Southern Sudan (Turner 2008). 

As explained above, the diaspora is often viewed as the solution to such 
brain drains (e.g., Bekele 2017). Therefore, the role of the diaspora in to-
day’s statebuilding discourse is closely connected to their potential capac-
ity and therefore their ability to create and provide efficient and capable 
government institutions. Many from the diaspora return and engage in 
homeland government institutions without assistance from international 
agencies or foreign governments (Rock 2017), yet many qualified diaspora 
returnees are affiliated to a donor capacity program. There are many such 
return programs that focus on a wide range of sectors but with the common 
aim to transfer diaspora knowledge to homeland institutions and actors 
(Shindo 2012; Mueller 2019).7 

To the best of my knowledge, there are no empirical studies on returnee 
cabinet ministers or MPs per se. Although the majority of capacity return 
programs does not focus on recruitment of absolute top officials, such as 
cabinet ministers, some insights from these programs relate to the subject 
of this thesis. Therefore, examples from policy evaluations as well as aca-

                        
7 Early on, the RQN programs were generally seen as permanent. This has changed in 
recent years. Today, MIDA, RQN, TOKTEN, and TRQN are generally seen as facilitating 
temporary results (Shindo 2012; IOM 2019).  
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demic works focusing on different return capacity programs to govern-
ment institutions are useful to present here. This is especially the case since 
they demonstrate different opportunities and pitfalls connected to recruit-
ment from the diaspora to capacity building initiatives and because these 
programs give examples of different expectations around the added value 
of being from the diaspora, which I believe must be further problematized. 

For example, in a study of the USAID-funded Local Governance Po-
gramme (LGP) in Iraq, Brinkerhoff and Taddesse give positive reports of 
diaspora professionals’ (DPIs) contributions to capacity building. Accord-
ing to the authors, these individuals provide technical expertise, as well as 
knowledge about the local culture, language, and context, and were imper-
ative to the rapid launch of different parts of the project. Importantly, 
Brinkerhoff and Taddesse also report some friction between these diaspora 
professionals and Iraqis who had not left during the war. Thus, they rec-
ognize that employing diasporas might lead to social divisions, which are 
difficult for international agencies to predict (2008, pp. 84-85). 

However, Brinkerhoff and Taddesse’s main conclusion addresses the 
positive contribution of diaspora returnees. They also point out that em-
ployment of diaspora professionals carry some additional benefits com-
pared to working only with locals. The authors, for example, claim that 
diasporas bring with them certain democratic values from their adopted 
country that are ‘an asset to the kinds of democratizing reforms that ac-
company postconflict reconstruction’ (ibid, pp. 85-86). Similarly, they ar-
gue that diaspora professionals can translate the local context to project 
management: 

 
In post-conflict situations, external interveners often have limited local 
knowledge and become dependent upon individuals who speak Western 
European language and are familiar with donor procedures and needs. 
While many of these individuals are well meaning and are sincerely inter-
ested in assisting in reconstruction, others seek to influence reconstruction 
efforts to advance their own interests. For the LGP the DIPs helped pro-
gram decision makers to interpret what they were told by Iraqi counterparts 
and identify hidden and/or conflicting agendas. (Brinkerhoff and Taddesse 
2008, p. 85) 

Interestingly, this argument suggests that diaspora professionals are neu-
tral compared to Iraqi counterparts and therefore can give international 
staff the true picture. At the same time, they also highlight that these indi-
viduals have personal networks and contacts in Iraq that should indicate 
that diaspora professionals as well might have their own interest in affect-
ing the process in one way or another. While recognizing the value of hav-
ing people who can explain local relationships and events to international 
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agencies, I believe it is questionable to which extent diaspora professionals 
(or any other actor) should be considered neutral or non-political in this 
sense. 

Hughes has also discussed the participation of diaspora returnees in ca-
pacity-building by providing an analysis of return capacity programs in 
Cambodia and Timor-Leste. By comparing the experiences of these pro-
grams, Hughes suggests that international knowledge has implicitly been 
prioritized above local knowledge (2011, p. 1514) and claims that these 
programs ‘have a political significance which is noted and contested lo-
cally’ (ibid, p. 1493). Thus, in these cases different domestic actors do not 
seem to view recruitments of diaspora returnees as unbiased and unprob-
lematic. 

Hughes, however, does not provide a systematic study of how these are 
contested locally and discussions of methods and materials are relatively 
scarce. Her analysis is based on a historic overview, a few quotations from 
speeches and news interviews, and a few references to interviews con-
ducted by the author herself. It offers interesting theoretical arguments 
about how capacity return programs can ‘represent attempts to smuggle 
“Western” hierarchies of knowledge into post-conflict reconstruction ef-
forts’ (2011, p. 1493). Yet, it gives only limited new empirical knowledge 
about capacity transfer or how stayees view returnees. 

Evaluations from other programs provide mixed evidence of diaspora 
returnees’ contributions to capacity building. In a policy report of the re-
sult of the Temporary Return of Qualified Nationals’ (TRQN) project in 
Afghanistan, Kuschminder concludes that the program successfully trans-
ferred knowledge and capacity building. Her interviews with both partici-
pants and colleagues indicate that the TRQN project was highly appreci-
ated by ‘participants, host institutions, and colleagues’ (2011, p. 22). Thus, 
the program is generally described in positive terms. 

Contrary to findings by Kuschminder as well as Brinkerhoff and 
Taddesse, other studies have shown that the transformative power of the 
returnees has been limited. Many participants in return programs report 
that they met several obstacles when trying to influence governmental and 
administrative processes. Returnees, for example, often report that they 
had difficulties dealing with the administrative culture in the new environ-
ment and therefore could not work effectively in the positions in their 
countries of origin. An evaluation of The Afghanistan Expatriate Program 
(AEP) and the Palestinian Expatriate Professional Project (PEPP) showed 
that these programs had problems ‘translating individual inputs into insti-
tutional capacity building’ (World Bank 2006, p. 1). 
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Evaluations of this kind most often take the perspective of diaspora re-
turnees and it is interpreted through the lens of international agencies’ ob-
jectives. However, there are a few exceptions (besides Hughes) where 
more attention has been paid to the experiences of local counterparts. For 
example, some stayees in a study in Liberia believed returnees had agen-
das or political motives that were not in the best interest of the country. 
However, stayees often viewed international personnel as neutral, so their 
engagement in the project was seen as less problematic (De Carvalho and 
Nagelhus Schia 2011, p. 20).  

Sánchez Villa discusses returnees in statebuilding more broadly and 
gives examples from evaluations of return capacity programs as evidence 
that the belief that Western ideas and capacity can be transferred on the 
basis of ethnic bonds is faulty. For instance, she claims that skilled return-
ees generally are hindered to enable long-term capacity building since they 
lack links ‘based on lived experiences on the ground as well as a deep 
understanding of local dynamics and needs’ (2011, p. 36). Overall, she 
points out that aspects other than only formal qualifications are needed to 
enable transfer of capacity, that international agencies often have overseen 
other forms of knowledge, and that identities and belonging are important 
in these contexts. However, her analysis builds solely on secondary 
sources without using any new empirical data. 

While their empirical contributions are somewhat limited, both Hughes 
and Sánches Villa problematize the recruitment from the diaspora to the 
public service in post-war contexts. Although recognizing the necessity of 
having qualified individuals in top positions in order for states to function 
efficiently and statebuilding to be sustainable, I argue that notions of ca-
pacity and qualifications are politically loaded. I agree with Hughes and 
Sánches Villa that common ideas within policy circles, and even among 
scholars, of what constitutes useful background knowledge often are based 
on a narrow understanding of the contexts diaspora returnees are supposed 
to work in and stems from a Western understanding of suitable qualifica-
tions. By framing capacity or qualifications in meritocratic terms, interna-
tional agencies and others involved may attempt to de-politicize 
statebuilding. 

Others have pointed out that a ‘technocratic turn’ has taken place within 
the peacebuilding field (Mac Ginty 2014), and technocracy is today a cen-
tral element in peacebuilding and statebuilding interventions.8 Having the 

                        
8 Technocracy in this context refers to “the systems and behaviours that prioritize bureau-
cratic rationality. In an ideal type, it is directed from above, pursues the imposition of a 
single policy paradigm and is immune to social context” (MacGinty 2014, p. 289). 
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right technocratic system in place is commonly seen as the solution to po-
litical disorder (Jackson 2014, pp. 82-83). International agencies and gov-
ernments from the Global North claiming to strive for liberal democracy 
have accordingly been criticized for favouring technocrats ‘without a po-
litical base’ to actors who are viewed as politicians with ‘a popular con-
stituency’ (Nzongola-Ntalaja 2006, p. 83). In contrast to politics, which is 
viewed to be corrupt and ineffective, technocracy is assumed to provide a 
de-politicized, non-biased, and value-free mechanism to make decisions 
(Centeno 1993, pp. 311-312; Mac Ginty 2014, p. 291). 

However, wars, states, and politics are connected. Like Mac Ginty, I do 
not criticize technocracy as such: a technocratic approach can undoubtedly 
provide results and, in its ideal form, fairness. However, Mac Ginty aptly 
critiques the assumption that technocracy, as it is adopted in contemporary 
peacebuilding and statebuilding, is inherently neutral and efficient. In fact, 
this technocratic turn largely defines the design of post-war processes and 
actors (2014, p. 288). These are undoubtedly political processes as it is a 
question of what policies should be enacted and who has a say over them. 

Experts are seldom neutral as they typically represent ‘special interest 
groups whose perspectives and self-interests render them non-representa-
tive of the demos as a whole’ (Shapiro 2005, p. 343). Technocratic elites 
depend on a system that supports and protects their positions often created 
by international peacebuilding and statebuilding programs (Mac Ginty 
2014). Technocratic approaches also often build on a Western rationale as 
pointed (Hughes 2011) and potential local alternatives are seen as invalid 
(Mac Ginty 2014, p. 292; Donais 2009, p. 8). As technocracy often stands 
in contrast to participation, in its most extreme form ‘participation is sac-
rificed to efficiency’ so technocratic systems can be both ‘intolerant’ and 
‘exclusive’ (Mac Ginty 2014, p. 292). 

Although Mac Ginty does not connect this technocratic turn specifi-
cally to recruitment from the diaspora, I view this discussion as highly 
relevant for this thesis since diasporas to a higher degree than stayees com-
monly are deemed as suitable technocrats in post-war environments. As 
discussed above, this is partly because many individuals with necessary 
qualifications often leave during wars. As I show in my essays and as will 
be discussed further below, returnee cabinet ministers are often recruited 
because they are deemed the most competent technocrats. However, this 
is also connected to the argument raised by Hughes that Western 
knowledge has higher status than other forms of knowledge, such as about 
the domestic context. This is not only true in connection to capacity return 
programmes, but this is also something many domestic leaders are aware 
of. Since aid and loans are fundamental to many post-war economies, 
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many heads of states likely consider the objectives of international agen-
cies when recruiting returnees to their governments. This approach leaves 
important questions about what kind of knowledge these individuals bring 
with them, to which degree they exclude other groups from political 
power, and to which extent they are fit to represent the domestic popula-
tion. 

I believe that different aspects of statebuilding play an important role 
in nationbuilding. For example, I argue that top public officials, such as 
cabinet ministers, have a high symbolic value and both represent the pop-
ulation and the state at the international level. Thus the appointment of 
cabinet ministers and how they are perceived cannot be completely de-
tached from nationbuilding. In this sense, I argue that statebuilding and 
nationbuilding also may create a dilemma: statebuilding generally requires 
qualified technocrats to be successful, at the same time, individuals hold-
ing the necessary qualifications are often foreigners or diaspora returnees, 
people who might not always function as national symbols. Thus, one im-
portant departure point is a claim brought forward by Hughes. That is, 
programs that help qualified expatriates return are far from only of tech-
nical as suggested by many policy makers as both programs and recruit-
ment to top positions outside of such programs are inherently political. 

This thesis builds on important arguments brought forward by, for ex-
ample, Hughes and Sánches Villa, but it takes this discussion further by 
studying these issues empirically with novel data. In contrast to these pre-
vious studies presented above, which discuss diaspora more broadly, this 
thesis takes a more narrow focus on returnees in the cabinet and parlia-
ment. Many aspects in terms of how diaspora returnees in these positions 
are perceived are likely to be similar to those in lower public service posi-
tions. However, due to the political importance of cabinet and parliament 
positions, many aspects are also likely to be heightened or relevant only to 
returnees taking on these positions. Furthermore, because these are more 
important political positions, they are also worthy of attention in them-
selves. Since some capacity return programs focus on recruitment to the 
cabinet, such as the LECBS in Liberia, a greater focus on how returnees 
in these positions are perceived is relevant also to those interested in un-
derstanding the consequences of donor-funded capacity return programs. 
Moreover, many evaluations focus mostly on the experience of the partic-
ipants themselves. Limited focus is devoted to colleagues of diaspora re-
turnees, and these evaluations do not investigate how returnees in these 
programs are perceived by the wider population. This thesis aims to shed 
new light on these broad aspects. 
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Local legitimacy and representativeness 
The research field of international statebuilding is massive. A large extent 
of this body of research tries to explain why the most prevalent Western, 
liberal peace, and state building frameworks (Moe 2011) have failed to 
produce legitimate state institutions, sustainable peace, and economic and 
social development (e.g., Chandler 2006; Jahn 2007; Mac Ginty and Rich-
mond 2007; Mac Ginty 2008; Moe 2011; Richmond 2013). 

As pointed out earlier, among a myriad of suggested explanations, the 
lack of local ownership of these processes stands out. Thus, the importance 
of ownership by domestic actors for the capacity and stability of the state 
has been emphasized in a large part of the more influential statebuilding 
literature (e.g., Lake 2007; Kaplan 2008; Sending 2009; Chandler 2011; 
Richmond 2012; Clements 2014). Local ownership in this context refers 
to the extent to which domestic actors are in control over the design and 
implementation of political processes and is fundamental to the legitimacy 
and sustainability of post-war reconstruction (Donais 2009, p. 3). In this 
sense, local ownership can be defined as  

 
the process and final outcome of the gradual transfer to legitimate repre-
sentatives of the local society, of assessment, planning and decision-mak-
ing functions, the practical management and implementation of these func-
tions, and the evaluation and control of all phases of statebuilding pro-
grams, with the aim of making external peace and statebuilding assistance 
redundant (Narten 2009, p. 254). 

International interveners and researchers now often recognize that no matter 
how well-designed a statebuilding effort is it will not succeed if the domestic 
population does not recognize it as legitimate (Talentino 2007 p. 153). That 
is, it has been claimed that ‘the complex relationship between insiders and 
outsiders’ is a fundamental part of post-war reconstruction efforts (Donais 
2009, p. 3). A connected problem is that there generally are 

 
considerable tensions between international fixed standards of state legiti-
macy and ‘good governance’, on the one hand, and local experiences and 
perceptions of what constitutes efficient and legitimate governance on the 
other hand (Moe 2011, p. 142). 

Hence, legitimacy is a multifaceted concept. Similarly, who is considered 
to be local often depends on who is asked. Therefore, transferring political 
power to legitimate local representatives is considerably more complex 
than international agencies and scholars often assume.  
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Legitimacy is arguably one of the most contested concepts within po-
litical science: ‘[legitimacy] is not merely an important topic, but the cen-
tral issue in social and political theory’ (Beetham 1991, p. 41). Opinions 
collide in terms of whether legitimacy is a useful concept, how it should 
be defined, and if or how it should be measured empirically (e.g., Hun-
tington 1991, p. 46; Gilley 2006; Weatherford 1992). A detailed examina-
tion of these discussions would require much more space than this thesis 
offers. Instead, I will provide a brief discussion of how legitimacy is con-
ceptualized9, especially with reference to post-war contexts, before I pre-
sent the definition of legitimacy guiding this thesis. 

Political legitimacy most commonly refers to legitimacy of states or 
regimes. Although not indispensable for states or regimes, legitimacy pro-
vides great efficiency advantages (Hurd 1999, p. 388). Because states or 
regimes can seldom afford to attain order only on the basis of coercion, 
political stability must also refer to some normative ground (Hechter 2009, 
p. 280). Thus, political legitimacy is a prerequisite for political authority 
and it makes up the foundation for rule by non-coercive methods. Legiti-
macy details how power can be used in ways that those subjected to it 
wilfully accept (Gilley 2006, p. 499). Legitimacy has been pointed out as 
crucial to political order, stable peace, and development since it ‘lies at the 
heart of all political discourse and determines much political competition 
in both developed and less developed societies’ (Clements 2014, p. 13). 

If those subject to it perceive the ruling power as illegitimate, it means 
that the state’s authority is weakened. Therefore, legitimate governance is 
seen as key to avoid state fragility (OECD 2010, p. 15). In addition to 
being a sign of a lack of support in itself, states or regimes that lack legit-
imacy must allocate considerable resources to uphold compliance and 
have less means to devote to public goods, which will further reduce pub-
lic support. Therefore, lack of legitimacy may increase the risk of a gov-
ernment being overthrown or state failure (Gilley 2006, p. 499). 

Moreover, uncertainties about legitimacy within the ruling elite under-
cut confidence, and such uncertainties are likely to generate conflicts that 
can further reinforce a course of state collapse. Central to the Western no-
tion of statehood is a clear separation between public and private spheres 
and that political competition takes place in a system with formal rules and 
                        
9 Max Weber’s conceptualization of legitimacy is perhaps the most well-known within 
political science. Weber is often seen as laying the foundation for empirical legitimacy 
research by arguing that both the claims of rulers to be legitimate and the legitimacy beliefs 
of citizens are important to study. He also made a separation between three different ideal 
types of legitimacy: traditional, charismatic, and rational-legal legitimacy (Weber 1978). 
However, to understand the legitimacy of returnees from the diaspora in post-war, “non-
Western” contexts, I consider other conceptualizations more useful. 
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impersonal relationships (OECD 2010, p. 7). However, in most post-war 
states, the public and private spheres are interwoven and personal ties are 
a central feature of state-society relations. In states where public and pri-
vate spheres are blurred, some citizens may perceive that the morally right 
action is for patrons to provide client networks with different resources, 
such as jobs. Therefore, as emphasized by Moe (2011), perceptions in 
these settings of what constitute legitimate political authority often differ 
fundamentally from the understanding of the concept in formal, rule-based 
Western states (e.g., OECD 2010, p. 17; Robins 2013). 

Rather, in these contexts, it is essential to gain legitimacy from different 
sources. Legitimacy can sometimes be connected to the identity and cul-
ture of rulers, and legitimacy enjoyed by, for example, traditional leaders, 
is of great relevance (Clements 2014, p. 14). In post-war contexts, rebel 
leaders or freedom fighters may claim and gain legitimacy due to their role 
in the conflict or crafting of the nation. Such aspects may overshadow 
other sources of legitimacy such as delivery of development. This does not 
mean that democratic and public interests are not important for legitimacy. 
The point is that to understand what is perceived as legitimate in different 
contexts, we cannot depart from a legal-formal model based on a state that 
has not experienced war in many decades. 

Paris and Sisk claim that ‘legitimate government institutions in war-
torn countries rely on a limited foundation of knowledge’ (2009), a situa-
tion that remains true today even though a lot of work has been conducted 
since Paris and Sisk’s study. Nevertheless, several scholars have devel-
oped frameworks to understand the origins of legitimacy in states that do 
not conform to the Weberian legal-formal ideal (e.g., Berg 2013; Boege 
2014; Pegg and Kolstö 2014). 

A division is often made between input-oriented and output-oriented 
legitimacy (Scharpf 1999, ch 1). Input legitimacy generally refers to par-
ticipation in democratic processes, whereas output legitimacy refers to ef-
fectiveness and accountability of political actors or institutions (Hurrel-
man, Schneider and Steffek 2007, p. 4). Berg has used the input-oriented 
and output-oriented separation, but in de facto states. Here, Berg suggests 
that input-oriented legitimacy is based on a sense of identity and commu-
nity rather than procedures, and output-oriented legitimacy is based on the 
state’s or government’s capacity to solve problems. What this output ori-
ented legitimacy means is often very different in war-torn unrecognized 
countries compared to recognized states in the Global North (2013). Oth-
ers have also pointed out the relevance of processes or procedures believed 
to constitute the right to govern. However, these do not necessarily corre-
spond to liberal democratic processes (Boege, 2014, p. 238). 
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Some scholars have divided legitimacy into domestic (e.g., Khan 2009) 
and international (or external) legitimacy (e.g., Holsti 1996; OECD 2010; 
Pegg and Kolstö 2014). This literature refers to a division between the 
legitimacy beliefs of domestic subjects, such as the domestic population, 
and international actors, such as foreign governments or international 
agencies. In this literature, domestic legitimacy is similar to local legiti-
macy, which is a central concept within peacebuilding and statebuilding 
literature. This literature presents local legitimacy as closely related to lo-
cal ownership of the peacebuilding and statebuilding process. It is argued 
that local ownership is fundamental to legitimizing these processes, the 
new government, as well as international actors in post-war settings. 

The majority of the work focusing on legitimacy in post-war situations 
discusses the legitimacy of the state but not the legitimacy of institutions, 
individual actors, or groups within the government. Some scholars have 
argued that ‘citizens in democratic countries make a clear separation be-
tween their views of the state and their views of politicians, parties and 
governments’ (e.g., Muller et al. 1982; Lillbacka 1999 p. 203, quoted in 
Gilley 2006, p. 591). Thus, the legitimacy of the state itself, certain re-
gimes, and certain actors might differ. 

However, in other contexts such as in authoritarian, unstable, and post-
war states, this separation is less clear. In some places, it may be difficult 
to distinguish the state from the regime. Often political power is not as-
signed to state institutions but vested in elites running the state (Mulbah 
2016). In post-war contexts, especially when extensive statebuilding is 
taking place, rulers and their cabinets are largely in charge of the develop-
ment and direction of the state. If the state as well as the regime is new, 
people may have very few or bad previous experiences with the state. In 
these cases, the government’s legitimacy may largely be based on the pop-
ulation’s perception of the state.  

With reference to the connection between legitimacy of individuals and 
institutions, studies from the Global North have demonstrated that the 
identity of members of a decision-making institution can influence the le-
gitimacy of that institution (e.g., Tate 2003; Scherer and Curry 2010; Ban-
ducci, Todd Donovan, and Karp 2004; Arnesen and Peters 2017; Clayton, 
O’Brien and Piscopo 2018). I believe this is likely to be true to a higher 
extent in post-war and neo-patrimonial contexts, where identities often are 
even more politicized. 

Based on this discussion, successful and sustainable statebuilding re-
quire that a large share of citizens and elites accept the state and its insti-
tutions as legitimate. Moreover, I suggest than an important aspect is that 
individuals occupying positions at the highest level of the state, such as 
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the cabinet, are accepted and perceived as legitimate by both citizens and 
other elites. Thus, one assumption in this thesis is that cabinet and govern-
ment legitimacy is connected to state legitimacy in these contexts to a 
higher degree than what is the case in many states in the Global North. 
This is also likely to be true with reference to “external” actors – i.e., in-
ternational agencies, foreign governments, and multilateral cooperation’s 
deem the state and its representatives as legitimate. Thus, how state repre-
sentatives are perceived by external actors is likely to influence how legit-
imate these external actors perceive the regime and by extension the state. 

Importantly, the people who view the state, regime, or cabinet as legit-
imate should be disaggregated (Stel and Ndayiragije 2014). Elites, non-
elites, people from different ethnic groups, or geographical groups may 
have different ideas of what constitute a legitimate institution (or political 
actor). In many post-war settings, a small group of influential elites gen-
erally view the sitting regime as highly legitimate (OECD 2010). This 
view is often connected to their own interests since their personal wealth 
is closely connected to the present political system. At the same time, this 
reveals very little about whether the wider population views the regime as 
legitimate (OECD 2010, p. 32). Thus, to understand the legitimacy of a 
regime, institution, or actor, it is important to include both the perspectives 
of other elites and that of the population at large and disaggregate what 
voices are heard. This is what I am trying to do in this thesis. 

Clearly, no state or regime acquires legitimacy from a single source. If 
people have a great distrust towards the government due to previous vio-
lent actions, providing security will not by itself provide legitimacy 
(OECD 2010, p. 9). To understand the sources of legitimacy in post-war 
states, we must examine what actors believe to be legitimate governance 
in these contexts (Robins 2013). 

Therefore, in this thesis, rather than adopting a universal or norm-based 
approach to legitimacy, I focus on perceptions of legitimacy. I have used 
an iterative process between data and theory throughout the work to un-
derstand how legitimacy should be understood in these contexts. In essay 
I, I used an emic approach to investigate legitimacy. Thus, I focused on 
‘the belief of people in certain actors’ right to govern, to build peace, [and] 
to take and implement political decisions’ (Boege 2014, p. 239). In essay 
II, I do not address the concept of legitimacy per se, but I focus on elite 
perceptions of returnees and how they are framed. In essay III, I examine 
several of these factors with respect to cabinet legitimacy. Thus, in essay 
III, to carry out the survey experiment, I employed a deductive approach 
to legitimacy based on what I learned from the previous two essays in 
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combination with insights from existing theories related to government le-
gitimacy. I return to how legitimacy is operationalized in essay III in con-
nection to the discussion of method and research design, but this is also 
presented in the essay itself. 

This thesis contributes to and makes use of many insights from the re-
search field of statebuilding. However, the general statebuilding literature 
does not discuss diaspora returnees as insiders or outsiders explicitly and 
only provides limited guidance about how these actors should be under-
stood. Therefore, this thesis contributes with valuable insights to explain 
the position of diaspora returnees in cabinets and parliaments during 
statebuilding, the importance of institutions and processes grounded in the 
local community, and the connection to the legitimacy of the cabinet. In 
this way, this thesis contributes to a deeper understanding of key concepts 
within the research field of international statebuilding, such as local own-
ership and local legitimacy, and their related characteristics and prerequi-
sites. 

To connect the discussion of local ownership and legitimacy to the pre-
vious discussion of diaspora returnees in statebuilding, it has often been 
assumed that returnees are more capable of providing local ownership (and 
therefore more legitimacy in the eyes of domestic actors) than other inter-
national staff (Hughes 2011). However, as pointed out by Sánches Villa 
(2011) and Nymanjoh (2008), it is unclear to which extent diaspora return-
ees can actually function as legitimate representatives of the domestic 
community. 

The diaspora is a form of a transnational actor located between domes-
tic and interstate politics (Turner 2008). Thus, with reference to the dias-
pora, it becomes highly germane to define what is meant by local (Ny-
manjoh 2018). In many post-war contexts, one’s role in the struggle often 
trumps one’s ethnic affiliation, and returnees can be accused of not under-
standing the meaning of ‘local sacrifices’ (Hughes 2007, p. 1507). 

This critique of diaspora returnees as local representatives has received 
support by an emerging number of studies that have looked at the experi-
ences of returnees and the relationship between returnees and stayees gen-
erally (e.g., Stefansson 2004; Gmelch 2004; Heggli Sagmo 2015). These 
studies have revealed the often complicated link between returnees and 
stayees. It has been demonstrated how returnees from the Unites States in 
the early twentieth century were often met with suspicion or jealousy in 
Europe (Wyman 1993). In Bosnia and Herzegovina, returning refugees are 
often seen as traitors who left the home county in a time of crisis and who 
failed to defend their home (Al-Ali 2004; Stefansson 2004). Similarly, re-
turnees from the Czech diaspora experienced discrimination and hatred 
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upon their return to the Czech Republic after 1989 (Hron 2007, p. 48). 
Tensions also occurred between returnees and stayees in Guatemala, partly 
because returnees were seen as having escaped the hardships of the mili-
tary regime (Taylor 1998). 

The studies presented above focus on returnee migrants in general and 
not returnees taking on public positions; however, these studies found that 
returnees are not always welcomed back home. There has been a limited 
focus on the return of elites and returnees who serve in top public positions 
upon their return. Moreover, although several studies have looked at the 
returnee-stayee relationships, few have examined the experiences of 
stayees. Knowledge is also limited as to why some heads of states would 
encourage the return of elites or recruitment from the diaspora to public 
service as well as how this is received by elites or the general population.  

With reference to the African context, common descriptions of African 
migration demonstrates a “receiving country bias”; moreover, research has 
generally ignored African states (Flahaux and De Haas 2016, p. 5). Thus, 
this thesis contributes to the knowledge within the research fields of dias-
poras returnees and return migration, which have mainly focused on non-
elite returnees, by studying a specific group of elite returnees commonly 
framed as having qualifications essential to the development of the state. 

Although far from ideal, this thesis uses different terms to describe the 
social reality – e.g., local, external, international, and domestic. Accord-
ingly, especially the common use of the term local has been criticized. 
Scholars have criticized that donors often define local as ‘actors and insti-
tutions within the recipient country, often apparently conceived to be 
united in goals and purpose’ (Bendix and Stanely 2008, p. 24). Thus, to 
hold such a homogenizing perception of how the local community is con-
stituted fails to recognize the diversity of local actors and their interests 
(Ebo 2007, p. 83). The notion of the local has also been problematized by 
a number of scholars (e.g., Hughes, Öjendal and Schierenbeck 2015; Mac 
Ginty 2015; Hameiri and Lee Jones 2017; Van Leeuwen et al. 2019) and 
its meaning is contested both theoretically and empirically. The meanings 
of concepts such as local or international are far more complex, often over-
lapping, than have been recognized both by donors and academics. Often 
there are no clear guidelines as to who would be considered local or for-
eign or international, but empirically this depends on who is asked. Dias-
poras further exemplify the blurriness of these concepts, since they ‘offer 
a challenge to the traditional ‘inside/outside’ conception of social life 
whereby socio-political activities are defined as either purely ‘domestic’ 
or purely ‘international” (Al-Ali and Koser 2002). 
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I use these terms in this thesis because of a lack of more appropriate 
terms and the need to connect my arguments to the statebuilding literature 
as well as to how these are empirically used in the cases included. How-
ever, I agree that notions of locals and internationals must be problema-
tized and are highly simplified, and sometimes faulty, ideas of social divi-
sions. My thesis supports this critique by further demonstrating the blurri-
ness and fluidity of social divisions. In this thesis, I also show how differ-
ent actors might try to be framed as insiders or portray themselves or others 
as outsiders, depending on where it is most beneficial to be positioned. 
Thus, the idea of being an insider or local representative has a clear value 
in these contexts. As I will discuss in more depth below, elite actors may 
have many different incentives to enhance their own position and under-
mine that of other elites, and the insider/outsider division can be used as a 
tool to achieve this. 

Elite relations after civil war are important for the sustainability of 
peacebuilding and statebuilding processes. Elite exclusion or inclusion is 
closely connected to state legitimacy (Call 2012). Many states recovering 
from intrastate war have fragile domestic political structures and state in-
stitutions (Hensell and Gerdes 2012, p. 155). Who is part of the elite in 
these contexts is highly sensitive since changes in power balances between 
elites often are both the cause and consequence of civil war (ibid). A large 
share of intrastate wars revolve around grievance and government power 
and therefore who should be in charge of state resources (Call 2012). Re-
ferring to Pierre Bourdieu, Hensell and Gerdes argue that post-war con-
texts often consist of ‘an open social space’, providing opportunities for 
new elites to form, former elites to lose power, or existing elites to further 
enhance their position (2012, p. 155). 

Political elites losing power in a post-war context have a lot to lose on 
a personal level. Often, it can be difficult for former political elites to find 
well-paid employment as they are regularly banned by new political elites 
If former elites used their previous political power for nepotism, it may 
mean that not only they themselves are losing important income from the 
state, but also that many of their family members or friends find them-
selves in the same situation. 

In addition to economic loss, political elites excluded from government 
power may risk facing juridical consequences, such as being subject to war 
crime trials or being held accountable for mismanagement. In many cases, 
they may fear for their life if new political elites perceive them as a polit-
ical threat to their newly gained power or due to the risk of retribution of 
former oppressed groups.  
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Call has demonstrated that political exclusion is one of the main causes 
of civil war recurrence. Thus, peacebuilding is likely to fail when the post-
war political reality is exclusionary in terms of distribution of political 
power. Conversely, political inclusion, such as through access to state of-
fices, is central to state legitimacy (Call 2012, p. 4). 

In many post-war situations, for an individual to get a top position in 
the government or win a seat in the parliament or senate means that gov-
ernment resources can be re-distributed to this person’s ethnic group or 
other networks (Arriola 2009). Extended networks of political elites also 
have great motivation to defend their elite position and react if they risk 
losing influence. Thus, elites have incentives to secure their political posi-
tion, both from a personal perspective and to live up to pressures from the 
own ethnic group or other kind of networks. Therefore, if they are ex-
cluded from political power, they may take action or try to undermine 
elites in power or the political institutions themselves. The ultimate con-
sequence may be a breakdown of peaceful elite relations and a mobiliza-
tion of their networks, leading to the reoccurrence of violence (Call 2012). 

Many heads of states have recognized that political exclusion of other 
groups might be harmful for sitting elites. In sub-Saharan Africa, it is com-
mon to use the cabinet to build coalitions. African political parties are gen-
erally not reliable mobilizers of popular support over time (Kuenzi and 
Lambright 2001; Mozaffar and Scarritt 2005). Therefore, in the African 
context, coalitions are built with ethnic patrons rather than political parties 
(Arriola and Johnson 2014, p. 496). Cabinet positions are frequently given 
to different ethnic patrons to meet ‘redistributive demands of politicized 
ethnic groups’ (Lemarchand 1972; Bayart 1993). In Africa, a cabinet min-
ister is considered: 

 
“a kind of superrepresentative” (Zolberg, 1969, p. 283) who is expected to 
speak for the interests of co-ethnics, as well as channel resources to them. 
Ministers not only have a hand in deciding where to allocate public re-
sources, presumably in their home districts, but are also in positions to 
supplement their personal incomes by offering contracts and jobs in ex-
change for other favors (Arriola, 2009). 
 

Thus, to manage elite relations (and elite’s networks) is one of the main 
objectives of ministerial appointment by African chief executives. In this 
way, African leaders can co-opt so called “Big Men” – important political 
figures who have large patron-client networks and thereby can secure sup-
porters and votes (Bratton and van de Walle 1997). To include people with 
different ethnic identities in the cabinet is a way for the chief executive to 
reach wide public support and keep oppressed elites from conspiring 
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against the ruling government (Arriola 2009). Historical evidence has 
shown that African leaders who have used patronage to include different 
ethnic groups in the cabinet have created more stable regimes (e.g., Bayart 
1993). This shows that the inclusion of elites in government is important 
for much more than their potential qualifications – i.e., elites’ identities 
matter.10  

Furthermore, I argue that the diaspora identity is of great relevance in 
many of these contexts, but it is a form of identity that has been underex-
plored. The diaspora identity generally overlaps with other forms of iden-
tities such as ethnicity, gender, regional heritage, or political affiliation. 
Yet, in many places, the diaspora might form a new type of upper class 
and might dominate the political sphere (Chesterman, Ignatieff and Thakur 
2004). In this way, their diaspora identity separates them from stayees – 
even if stayees come from the same ethnic group – and becomes an iden-
tity of great political importance. This is likely to create resentment from 
domestic elites who are not from the diaspora since they might already be 
excluded from power or fear that they might be so in the future. Thus, 
antipathy towards diaspora returnees in top positions may be based on as-
pects relating to lack of legitimacy, such as juridical prohibition of dual 
citizenship, but it may also be connected to personal interests of other 
elites and their networks. If the diaspora position has been used as a basis 
to gain political power and to exclude stayees, this likely provides incen-
tives to undermine the credibility of diaspora returnees based on the same 
premises. 

One contribution worth emphasizing connected to this discussion is that 
the essays included in this thesis provide novel data about perceptions of 
cabinet ministers in Liberia and Somaliland. Research about cabinet min-
isters in the Global South is limited and especially so in sub-Saharan Af-
rica. To the best of my knowledge, there is no comprehensive dataset of 
African cabinet ministers that includes biographic information, and gener-
ally very little information is available about ministers’ backgrounds, char-
acteristics, and how different ministers are perceived either by other elites 
or the wider population.11 

                        
10 In this thesis elites refers to ‘a small group of leaders […] occupying formal or informal 
positions of authority and power in public and private organizations or sectors and who 
take or influence key economic, political, social and administrative decisions’ (Leftwich 
2010, pp. 103-104). 
11 One example of minister data from a few countries is the Conjonctures de l'Afrique cen-
trale from the Great Lakes of Africa Center offers biographical information such as polit-
ical party, ethnicity, and region of origin for cabinet ministers in Rwanda and Burundi (See 
Ansoms 2018). Also, Arriola and Johnson (2013) provide a dataset of cabinet composition 
from 34 African countries including the number of female ministers in each cabinet, and a 
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The Afrobarometer, a pan-African non-partisan research network, uses 
surveys, for example, to determine how citizens view the chief executives, 
government systems, or government as a whole, but these surveys do not 
include specific questions about cabinet ministers (Afrobarometer 2019).  
The academic work that has been done on cabinet ministers in this region 
has mostly focused on the appointment of female ministers (e.g., Bauer 
and Okpotor 2013; Arriola and Johnson 2014; Adams et al. 2016) and the 
issues of clientelism, nepotism, and personal rule in African politics (e.g., 
Lemarchand 1972; Bayart 1993; Bratton and van de Walle 1997; van de 
Walle 2003; Diamond 2008; Arriola 2009; Gerdes 2012). In this sense, 
this thesis makes a substantial empirical contribution to existing 
knowledge about cabinet ministers in these contexts. 

Diaspora returnees as bearers of particular norms and 
practices  
Above, I presented some previous research (and theorizing) about diaspo-
ras engagement in statebuilding and provided a few examples of research 
about experiences of returnees. However, this thesis addresses the more 
general fields of diaspora research and return migration and definitions of 
key concepts such as diaspora and returnee are therefore needed.  

When focusing on issues of diaspora returnees and their impact of coun-
tries of origin, the research fields of diaspora research and return migration 
are not always easy to separate. The research field of diasporas in general 
have a long history, originally focusing on the experience of dispersed 
Jews (Faist 2010, p. 12) and later on expanding to include Armenians, Pal-
estinians, Kurds, Chinese, Koreans, Eritreans, Tamils, and Mexicans 
(Bercovitch 2007, p. 18). There is also a vast body of literature focusing 
on African diasporas (e.g., Bowles 2015; Garbin and Godin 2015; Pires 
2015; Mangala 2017; Okpewho and Nzegwu 2009). Today, common re-
search about diasporas include all sorts of groups ‘which ha[ve] originated 
in a land other than which [they] currently reside, and whose social, eco-
nomic and political networks cross the borders of nation-states or, indeed, 
span the globe’ (Vertovec 1999, p. 1).12 

                        
recent global dataset of cabinet ministers by Nyrup and Bramwell (n.d.) includes infor-
mation about gender, birthdate, and party affiliation. However, to the best of my 
knowledge, there are no available datasets covering information such as educational level, 
diaspora experience, working experience, conflict experience, or similar kinds of biograph-
ical information of relevance to this thesis. 
12 For a more extensive discussion of definitions of diaspora, see Sheffer 2003. 
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It lies beyond the scope of this thesis to try to capture this extensive 
research field. Most relevant for this thesis is that a large share of this lit-
erature has focused on the experiences of members of the diaspora and 
more limited focus is paid to the relationship between diasporas, countries 
of origin, and populations in the countries of origin. Yet, there is common 
agreement among scholars interested in diasporas that ‘homeland’ or 
‘countries of origin’ has an essential role in the consciousness of diasporas 
(Cohen 1997) and that the notion of return is central for many members of 
diasporas (Safran 1991). 

Peace and conflict scholars have more recently begun to recognize the 
importance of diasporas and returnees. It has become a popular term in 
policy circles and interest has particularly been turned towards the poten-
tial of diasporas or returnees as development actors and peacemakers 
(Pirkkalainen and Abdile 2009, p. 7). However, some researchers have 
emphasized diasporas’ negative impact on security, both in the host coun-
try and the country of origin. Diasporas have, for example, been described 
as ‘long-distant nationalists’ who are inescapably careless and unaccount-
able (e.g., Anderson 1993, p. 12). Furthermore, some have declared that it 
is ‘easier to hate from a distance’ (Ignatieff 2001) and that diasporas can 
be ‘regressive globalisers’ who use transnational spaces to support nation-
alism rather than cosmopolitanism (Kaldor, Anheier and Glasius 2003). 
Since diaspora members are not directly affected by the consequences of 
continued warfare, it has been suggested that they may hold a more ex-
treme position than people more directly affected by the war (e.g., Dem-
mers 2002; Lyons and Mandaville 2012, p. 18; Lyons 2012; Orjuela 2012). 
Moreover, diasporas dispersed by conflict, or ‘conflict generated diaspo-
ras’ (Lyons 2004, p. 6), have been pointed out as the least willing to com-
promise (Al-Ali 2007, p. 41; Lyons 2007; Lyons and Mandaville 2012). 

The more recent “peacemakers or peacebreakers” discourse empha-
sizes that diasporas can contribute to both war and peace at different 
phases of the conflict or even at the same time (e.g., Lyons 2004; Koser 
2007, p. 241; Smith and Stares 2007; Turner 2008; Lyons 2012). Some 
have demonstrated cases, such as Northern Ireland, where diasporas have 
transformed themselves from promoters of violent means to essential part-
ners in peacebuilding (e.g., Cochrane 2012). Moreover, some have argued 
that diasporas can, and usually do, play a critical economic role in the post-
war phase (Adamson 2002, p.156). It has also been suggested that since 
locals are more likely to listen to advice from diasporas than from un-
known foreigners, diasporas can in this phase play an important socio-cul-
tural role by promoting justice, truth, and reconciliation (Bercovitch 2007, 
p. 35). 
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Generally, this literature treats diasporas only as actors from a distance. 
Thus, it deals with how diasporas positioned in host countries affect coun-
tries of origin, but it does not deal with diaspora returnees taking on offi-
cial positions or their direct engagement in statebuilding in these countries. 
Following from this is that peace and conflict scholars focusing on dias-
poras have generally not investigated how stayees view diaspora returnees. 
In this way, this thesis offers an important contribution. 

The scholarly interest in the impact of migration on countries of origin 
is far from new and there is a significant amount of research focusing on 
the migration-development nexus (e.g., Demissie 2015; Mangala 2017). 
Thus, many scholars have investigated the effect of economic remittances 
and migrants’ engagement in homeland development (e.g., Mohan and 
Zack-Williams 2002; Brinkerhoff 2008; Catrinescu et al. 2009). There is 
also a growing research field of social and political remittances that inves-
tigate how the migrants’ own norms and ideas are transformed after enter-
ing the new country and how norms and ideas are transferred between host 
and home communities (e.g., Levitt 1998; Fargues 2006; Rother 2009; 
Spilimbergo 2009; Levitt and Lamba-Nieves 2011; Lodigiani and Salo-
mone 2012). Scholars have also focused on the economic effect and causes 
of return migration and on the reasons as to why migrants make the deci-
sion to return to their countries of origin (e.g., Massey and Espinosa. 1997; 
Black et al. 2009; Tsuda 2009). 

As touched upon above, from the perspective of policy makers, diaspo-
ras and/or return migrants are often portrayed as potential ‘agents of de-
mocratization’ or ‘agents of development’ (Turner and Kleist 2013; Sinatti 
and Horst 2015) since they have been socialized in Western democratic 
countries (e.g., Shain, 1999; Koinova 2009, p. 2). Return migrants are be-
lieved to bring capacity, economic and social capital, as well as Western 
norms that they supposedly have gained during their time in the Global 
North. 

Rother demonstrates that in the Philippines migration could have both 
a positive and negative effect on an individual’s support for democratic 
principles, depending on which country the migrant was working (2009, 
p. 245). In a study focusing on Mali, Chauvet and Mercier investigated the 
effect of migration on political outcome in the country of origin. Their 
result shows that the stock of migration has a positive impact on partici-
pation rates and electoral competitiveness, which is mainly due to the re-
turnees from European countries. Their result also demonstrates that the 
impact of returnees on election turnout not only holds for the returnees 
themselves, but also increases participation overall in the area where they 
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live (2014, p. 630). In addition, individuals who have attained foreign ed-
ucation in a democratic country tend to support democracy in their home 
countries (Spilimbergo 2009), and there is a positive relationship between 
migration and share of women in parliament in the sending country if the 
host country has a higher degree of female empowerment (Lodigiani and 
Salomone 2012). 

As discussed in essay II, a number of scholars have also pointed out 
expectations that returnees are expected to act as brokers between the do-
mestic community and international agencies (Turner and Kleist 2013; 
Åkesson and Eriksson Baaz 2015, p. 5). In the African context, the idea 
that individuals exposed to ‘Western rationalities’ may act as brokers or 
go-betweeners goes back to colonial times. At that time, brokers were sup-
posed to act as mediators between domestic communities and colonialists 
and be role models for “the natives” (Turner and Kleist 2013, p. 197). This 
connects to the rationality behind the argument raised by Brinkerhoff and 
Taddesse that diasporas can function as translators of the local context for 
international agencies. However, scholars have criticized this notion of re-
turnees as agents of development or their ability to function as brokers 
(e.g., Turner and Keilst 2013; Sinatti and Horst 2014) and claimed that it 
builds on a faulty belief that social and cultural capital gained during mi-
gration experiences are ‘universally applicable’ (Åkesson and Eriksson 
Baaz 2015). Countries of origin are not blank slates to which returnees can 
come and apply their supposed knowledge. Moreover, as pointed out 
above, returnees are not always welcomed back by the domestic popula-
tion. 

Many overlapping terms are used within the literature discussed above 
such as return migrants, circular migrants, transnational actors, and dias-
poras. However, I believe that diaspora returnee comes closest to capturing 
the phenomenon of interest in this thesis and this is the term I will mainly 
use. My understanding of diasporas is similar to scholars who have em-
phasized the hybridity and fluidity of diaspora communities and diaspora 
identities (Hall 1990; Clifford 1994; Galipo 2019). With reference to the 
discussion earlier about being framed as an insider or outsider, I agree with 
Turner and Kleist that a diaspora identity is ‘a position that is […] con-
stantly performed by those who claim to be diaspora’ and it is thus not a 
real-world fact (2013, p. 195). I focus on the diaspora as a form of political 
identity and I believe the diaspora term is most useful when we are trying 
to understand how it is empirically used. Thus, I agree with Brubaker who 
proposes that we should 

 
think of diasporas not in substantialist terms as a bounded entity, but rather 
as an idiom, a stance, a claim, as a category of practice […] used to make 
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claims, to articulate projects, to formulate expectations, to mobilise ener-
gies, to appeal to loyalties. It is often a category with a strong normative 
change. It does not so much describe the world as seek to remake it (2005, 
p. 12). 

When I use the term diaspora returnees, I generally refer to individuals 
born in or have parents born in or hold present or previous citizenship or 
have parents who are or have been citizens in the post-war state in question 
who have lived abroad, generally in the Global North (if it is not explicitly 
stated that they have lived somewhere else)13 and then returned, temporar-
ily or more permanently, to the post-war state in question for a more ex-
tensive purpose than a vacation. 

The reason that this term generally refers to individuals returning from 
the Global North is because this corresponds to the empirical understand-
ing of returnees from the diaspora in these contexts. For example, in Libe-
ria those returning from the diaspora are often called re-pats, a term gen-
erally referring to those who have lived in the Global North before their 
return (Clark-Barol, McHugh and Norum 2015, p. 188). Similarly, the So-
mali word for diaspora (qurbajoog) generally refers to someone who has 
lived in the Global North for a considerable time (Galipo 2019). In Soma-
liland, it is also commonly used about individuals returning to Somaliland 
from the Global North. Thus, people are making use of this concept in 
everyday life and are giving it a meaning, which might digress from 
strictly academic conceptualization of diaspora (Ibrahim 2009, p. 19; 
Galipo 2019). It should be noted that the connotation of these terms is not 
static and that return in these cases seldom refers to permanent return or 
that returnees are completely cutting their ties to the diaspora country 
abroad.14 

                        
13 Thus, they have been abroad longer than a temporary visit. Temporary visit can for ex-
ample be for studying for a short amount of time or shorter holidays or visiting relatives. 
14 In this sense, “diaspora returnees” can be understood also as “transnational actors”, be-
longing to the transnational paradigm which have informed much of the more recent mi-
gration literature (Goldring 1996; Levitt and Glick Shiller 2004; Faist 2010; Galipo 2017). 
Instead of viewing return migration in binary terms where someone exit one country and 
return to another, return should be seen as more fluid (Galipo 2017, p. 7). Return must not 
be permanent, but migrants often circle between different geographical locations (Hansen 
2007). Moreover, both during the time in the diaspora and after return, migrants generally 
keep transnational ties and continues exchanges with their familial, religious, political, po-
litical or organizational networks (Mangala 2017, p. 6). 
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Studying perceptions of diaspora recruitments in 
post-war settings 

A multi-methods design to develop and test theory 
None of the three essays mix quantitative and qualitative methods, yet the 
thesis as a whole has a multi-methods design. Thus, I make use of different 
methods in the different essays to provide a better understanding of the 
overarching research objective. I considered this approach most suitable 
to enhance our knowledge and theorize how returnees in top public posi-
tions are perceived by different parts of the local community and how this 
perception affects the view of the institutions they are part of. 

Essay I uses an inductive approach and relies mainly on elite inter-
views, essay II uses interviews with elites and media material in a more 
theory-driven approach, and essay III uses a deductive approach through 
a survey experiment. Essay III tests hypotheses generated from previous 
research and the findings in the first two essays. These three essays are 
relevant in their own right, but they are also closely intertwined and follow 
the chronology of the development of the theoretical framework. Getting 
a deeper understanding of how returnees are perceived by their fellow 
elites was necessary in order to investigate how perceptions of returnee 
members of an institution affect public perceptions of that institution as a 
whole. While there exists a wealth of excellent previous research on re-
lated questions, I needed more insight into which factors were likely to 
affect perceptions of returnees in politics, how these factors might play out 
in different contexts, and how returnees in politics are portrayed by elites 
and media in these contexts before developing testable hypotheses. All 
these factors are likely to influence the public perception of these return-
ees. 

In the theoretical section presented above, I provide examples of liter-
ature discussing different aspects of diaspora returnees’ engagement in 
countries of origin. These literatures are points of departure to different 
degrees for the three essays. Nevertheless, it should again be noted that 
none of the included studies have empirically investigated local percep-
tions of diaspora returnees in the cabinet or parliament. Studies of, for ex-
ample, engagements in return capacity programs and relationships be-
tween returnees and stayees in general can give some guidance, but are not 
sufficient to tell us how we can understand perceptions of returnees in the 
government. There are likely to be aspects of perceptions of returnees in 
the government that are not captured in these literatures and therefore dif-
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ficult to predict. Moreover, there is a lack of available data covering re-
turnees in governments. The significance of field research and in-depth 
and informed accounts from those experiencing this phenomena in the 
early stages of this thesis cannot be underestimated. 

Therefore, my research design was at first inductive and open-ended. 
As suggested by Heimer (2006, p. 59) and O’Brien (2006), I considered 
the design of the study to be an ongoing process and emphasized discovery 
before verification. Before entering the field, I engaged with literature and 
theories that might be applicable to the study, but they were not sufficient 
to account for what could be expected from the political involvement of 
the returnees in the cases at hand. 

At an early stage in the process, I tried to keep the research design open 
to unforeseen ideas that I might come across in the field. Thus, when doing 
fieldwork, it is common to realize that expectations are not at all applicable 
or have made us imagine problems or opportunities that do not exist 
(O’Brien 2006, p. 28). This may sound like unguided intellectual wander-
ing to some political scientists who emphasize the primacy of deductive 
reasoning and a strictly linear research process. However, iteration is es-
sential to conducting field research of topics where we have limited 
knowledge. Kapiszewski et al. capture the importance of going back and 
forth between theory and empirics when doing this kind of study: 

 
Fieldwork often involves exploring what is poorly understood and con-
fronting new, complex realities; as such, induction and iteration are una-
voidable if valid inference are to be drawn and interpretations developed. 
Indeed, the repeated discovery that fieldwork entail is one of its strengths 
as a research technique (2015, pp. 24-25). 

Hence this approach was used to gain a deeper understanding of the topics 
investigated in the first essay.  

The design of this thesis as a whole demonstrates how a research sub-
ject can be investigated at various levels by combining methods that are 
most suitable for the more specific research questions at hand as well as 
how studies using different methods can inform each other. As I will show 
in the concluding section of this introductory essay, the combination of 
these three essays enabled me to better theorize about the perceptions and 
legitimacy diaspora returnees in top positions in the public service in post-
war states. 

Practical conditions always have an influence on research design and 
implementation of a study. Both when planning the research and when 
plans turn out to be unfeasible (or things never imagined from the home 
department turn out to be possible) once in the field, adaptions must be 
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made. Such issues often influence both choice of method and the data, but 
are not always brought up in the methods sections. I agree with Heimer 
that this is regrettable since it ‘prevents us from not only discussing diffi-
culties encountered in fieldwork but also from learning about available 
coping strategies and their methodological advantages’ (2006, p. 59). 

Instead of reinventing the wheel every time a researcher encounters 
challenges in the field, there is much to be learned from how others have 
handled similar issues. Therefore, practical issues connected to choices of 
method as well as the ability to carry out the study have a natural place in 
this text. 

Next, I will explain my selection of cases and provide some contextual 
knowledge before I go on to describe each of the methods applied in the 
essays and lift some of the lessons learned from these experiences. To 
openly lay out the research process and the development of the three es-
says, I will also briefly present the findings of each essay. By including 
this in connection to the method discussion, I demonstrate how the result 
from each essay informed the design and theoretical departure points of 
the following essay. In the conclusion of the introduction, I will more thor-
oughly link the findings from the three essay to each other and to the wider 
research field. 

Case selection and context 
The research question is investigated in two cases: in essay I it is examined 
in the context of post-war Somaliland and in essays II and III it is exam-
ined in the context of post-war Liberia. Both Somaliland and Liberia have 
experienced extensive and devastating wars, resulting in a need for dias-
pora investments and qualified individuals to return. These countries have 
large diasporas situated in the Global North that have been encouraged to 
return. To investigate the manifestation of diaspora returnees is particu-
larly relevant in small post-war states where the diaspora has a dispropor-
tionate presence in politics (Ferme 2015, p. 100). In 2018, Somaliland had 
a population of approximately 3.8 million (SCSD 2019) and Liberia had a 
population of approximately 4.8 million (UNMIL 2018). Since this is a 
novel study, I decided to focus on smaller states where much of the polit-
ical power is vested in the national government compared to other state 
institutions. Thus, the relationship between the state and the public in 
small post-war states, with overlapping private and public relations, is gen-
erally ‘qualitatively different to that which might be observed in larger, 
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more developed states’ (Mulbah 2016). Thus, I included cases where gov-
ernment positions are of greatest importance both to other elites and to the 
public. 

Moreover, in both these cases, returnees from the diaspora make up a 
considerable share of the political elite class.15 It would not be very useful 
to investigate how diaspora returnees in the government are perceived in 
places that have not experienced or have highly limited experience of di-
aspora returnees in the government. Thus, I examine perception of dias-
pora returnees in places where their presence is an empirical actuality and 
it makes sense for people to talk about them. 

To provide a list of possible cases is difficult since, as I have pointed 
out earlier, there are no comparable data available across cases about re-
turnees from the diaspora in post-war governments.16 From the perspective 
of the aim of this thesis, Somaliland is considered more of a favourable 
case for diaspora returnee legitimacy, but Liberia is considered a more 
paradigmatic case.17 This distinction will be further explained below. Be-
cause a myriad of factors might affect legitimacy or elite perceptions and 
because we have limited previous knowledge about perceptions of return-
ees in the government, it is difficult to argue that any case is an ideal fa-
vourable or paradigmatic case. However, despite this and the fact that the 
selection of the two cases are based on a somewhat different logic, I be-
lieve that the two cases included in this thesis can help us understand the 
phenomenon of interest beyond the context of the individual cases. 

Somaliland, a de facto state officially located in northern Somalia, is 
(alongside Somalia) the most ethnically homogenous state of sub-Saharan 
Africa in terms of culture, language, and religion18 (Brown 1997, p. 7). 
Unlike many countries, diaspora returnees in the Somaliland government 
have not been placed in their positions by foreign powers. Moreover, the 
                        
15 When discussing case selection, it is worth pointing out that diasporas can have many 
different compositions, wars can have very different characters and the role of the diaspora 
during conflict can vary. Due to practical and economical limitations, it is not possible to 
investigate all forms of diaspora in this thesis. In most cases, the diaspora are of course 
engaged in the war in one way or another and some groups might be forced to flee to a 
larger extent to others. Yet, cases included in this thesis is for example, likely to differ from 
cases where, due to the character of the war, one of the warring (or affected) parties, or one 
ethnic group, to a large extent had to live in exile and the image of those returning from 
abroad closely overlaps with one party in the war.  
16 In the Appendix I give examples of a few cabinets with a considerable share of ministers 
who have background abroad. To put together this data was very time consuming since 
biographical information about individual ministers often are difficult to find, therefore 
only a few cases are included.  
17 See Flyvbjerg 2006 for a more detailed description paradigmatic cases. 
18 As in the rest of Somalia, the majority of Somalilanders belong to the Sunni branch of 
Islam and the state adhere to the Shafi’ite rite of shari’a law (Walls 2014, p. 60) 
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Somaliland diaspora is generally considered to have suffered during the 
war so they are not seen as traitors, a common perception in other post-
war countries. Therefore, it has been suggested that the Somali diaspora 
may have the ‘moral authority’ to represent the local community (Horst et 
al.2010, p. 14). Somaliland, due to its contested status, depends on the di-
aspora even more than most other states. The diasporas’ ability to lobby 
foreign governments for recognition is essential (Kleist and Hansen 2005). 
In addition, since the international involvement in Somaliland statebuild-
ing has been limited, Somaliland depends on diaspora investments. Har-
geisa, the capital of Somaliland, has practically been rebuilt by invest-
ments from the diaspora or by diaspora returnees. Taken together, these 
conditions imply that Somaliland constitutes a favourable case for dias-
pora returnees to be perceived as legitimate in government positions. Thus, 
if returnees are not perceived as legitimate in this context, returnees in 
governments might have even greater problems regarding legitimacy in 
most other cases. 

Liberia, in contrast, is considered a paradigmatic case both from a the-
oretical and from a policy perspective. As I will describe in further detail 
below, Liberia is of great policy relevance and due to its high presence of 
diaspora returnees in the government, enabled by donor support, and given 
the time that has passed since the first post-war government, Liberia al-
lows me to study the key mechanisms at play. 

Unlike Somaliland, Liberia is a recognized state. Moreover, Liberia is 
Africa’s oldest republic and international presence has been extensive in 
Liberia since the end of the second civil war in 2003. This is, for example, 
demonstrated by the United Nations Mission in Liberia (UNMIL), a 
peacekeeping force stationed in Liberia between 2003 and 2018 with up 
to 15,000 military and police personnel deployed at the same time (UN-
MIL 2019). Liberia depends on foreign aid and international donors are 
present in most parts of the political and economic spheres.19 Liberia has 
often been seen as the poster child of statebuilding support; President 
Johnson Sirleaf received the Nobel Peace Prize in 2011 (Mulbah 2018) 
and has often been described as the darling of the international donor com-
munity (e.g., Cooper 2010; Walraven, Melber and Mehler 2012, p. 123). 
Above all, several capacity return programs have been implemented in Li-
beria.20 For example, the LECBS project recruited 40 Liberians from the 

                        
19 For example, the Net official development assistance (ODA) to Liberia in 2006 was USD 
269 million (OECD 2008, p. 29) and 1,098 billion USD in 2015 (World Bank 2019b). 
20 For example TOKTEN. 
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diaspora, including 16 cabinet ministers and the head of the Liberia Na-
tional Police (Friedman 2012) and this project has been referred to as a 
flagship capacity initiative (UNDP 2011).  

Moreover, top positions in the government and political parties has his-
torically had (Starr 1913), and continues to have, a great value in Liberia 
(Mulbah 2018). As with many other post-war cases, Liberia is a neo-pat-
rimonial society where government positions are generally seen as a way 
to redistribute government resources to the own network (Liebenow 1969; 
Mulbah 2018). This makes the identity of those in the political elite class 
highly relevant both to other elites and the general population. Therefore, 
Liberia provides a useful case to improve our understanding of key aspects 
of how diaspora returnees in governments are perceived locally. I will re-
turn more to the generalizability of findings in the three essays in the con-
cluding section. 

Somaliland – brief conflict history and diaspora 
To better understand the discussion of the three studies, it is necessary to 
provide some basic understanding of the Somaliland and Liberian context 
and the relationship between these states and their diasporas. 

Somaliland, a former British protectorate called British Somaliland, 
joined a union with Italian Somaliland after gaining its independence in 
1960, creating what is today known as the United Republic of Somalia 
(Kaplan 2008, p. 146).21 After a bloodless coup in 1969, General Siad 
Barre established military rule and a socialist political system. The author-
itarianism and dominance of Barres’ own southern-based Marehan clan 
lead to the formation of armed resistance by other clans in the 1980s. This 
resulted in the Somali Civil War at the end of the decade. One of the most 
prominent rebel groups in the north of Somalia were Hargeisa-based So-
mali National Movement (SNM), which was formed in 1981 (Kaplan 
2008, p. 148; UCDP 2016a). The Isaaq makes up approximately 70% of 
the Somaliland population,22 and accordingly the SNM was mainly formed 
and supported by members of the Isaaq clan. After the Barre regime was 
overthrown in January 1991, SNM leaders declared Somaliland’s inde-
pendence from Somalia on 18 May 1991 (Lewis 2008, pp. 68-70). 

The first decade after the declaration of independence was character-
ized by violent clan conflicts in Somaliland. They came to an end after 

                        
21 Somaliland did however enjoy sovereignty for a few days before it entered the union 
with Somalia. This reference to that Somaliland has been an independent state is a central 
argument for the claim for recognition (Walls 2014, p. 29).  
22 The remaining 30 percent of the population generally belong to one of four other main 
clans: the Dhulbahante, Gadabursi, Iise and Warsengeli (Bradbury 2008). 
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extensive efforts by clan leaders and a large number of peace conferences 
held during the 1990s (Kaplan 2008, p. 148). These efforts resulted in a 
referendum of the constitution in 2001 and since then six comparatively 
peaceful and fair elections have been held. When losing the presidential 
election in 2010, incumbent president Kahin accepted the defeat and 
peacefully transferred power to the winning candidate, Ahmed Mohamed 
Mohamoud “Silanyo” of the Kulmyie party (Hammond 2012, p. 157). 
Peaceful presidential elections also took place in 2017 resulting in 
Kulmyie’s candidate Muse Bihi Abdi being elected president, since Pres-
ident Silanyo did not run for a second term (Olad 2017). As these are rare 
events in post-war countries, Somaliland is often highlighted as an excep-
tional case of successful peacebuilding and a stable process of post-war 
political reconstruction (e.g., Kaplan 2008; Debiel et al. 2009; Richards 
2015).23 

In most other post-war societies, peace processes and new political sys-
tems are either developed with direct involvement by the international 
community or more indirectly through ultimatums presented to receive 
aid. Partly due to its contested status, the statebuilding process in Somali-
land has largely been locally owned with limited international involve-
ment. Both peace and political reconstruction efforts have been led by lo-
cal actors and this lack of international engagement is frequently high-
lighted when explaining Somaliland’s stability (e.g., Pegg and Kolstö 
2014). This international engagement has enabled local actors to combine 
Western forms of democratic institutions with traditional24 elements in the 
new state, resulting in an hybrid political order (HPO). Most evident is the 
inclusion of clan elders into the upper chamber of the parliament or the 
House of Elders (the Guurti). Thus, it is argued that the absence of external 
actors made the inclusion of traditional elements possible and gave the 
process as well as the new state high levels of legitimacy (e.g., Moe 2011; 
Pegg and Kolstö 2014). 

It is difficult to find data regarding Somaliland causalities, displaced 
persons, or emigrants since Somaliland is officially part of Somalia. How-
ever, as a consequence of the war, a large majority of the population in 
                        
23 If it should be seen as “successful” can of course be criticized. Especially since elections 
to the parliament have been repeatedly postponed since they were originally supposed to 
be held in 2005 (Mahmood 2019). However, such statements are given refer to Somaliland 
in comparison to other cases of post-war democratization, and especially with regard to the 
situation in its neighbor to the South, Somalia. 
24 I am aware that the use of the term “traditional” can be problematic. As, in today’s world 
“traditions are themselves constantly reinvented and deeply influenced by Western ideas” 
(OECD 2010, p. 21). However, this is the phrase used in the literature of HPOs and 
statebuilding, and it is also frequently used to refer to the system in Somaliland by Soma-
lilanders. 
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Somaliland was internally or externally displaced (Omaar 2004). A ma-
jority resided in refugee camps or in neighbouring countries, but many 
Somalilanders also fled to the UK, U.S., and Scandinavian countries.25 

Migration from Somaliland also occurred between the 1880s and 1960. 
Many of these early migrants were traders and commercial seamen who 
left for cities nearby such as Aden or Sanaa. Later migrants began to es-
tablish themselves in the UK, Gulf States, or other places. Later waves of 
migrants from Somaliland consisted of prominent students selected to 
study at British schools (Hammond 2015, p. 47). Thus, many Somalilan-
ders living in and returning from the diaspora were already living and 
working abroad before the civil war (Hansen 2013, p. 144). 

The Somaliland diaspora played an essential role both during the war 
and in the post-war phase. The Somali National Movement (SNM) was 
founded by Somalis living in exile in London in 1981 (Lewis 2002, p. 
252), and the struggle against Said Barres regime by the SNM was largely 
funded by the diaspora. Therefore, in Somaliland there is a widespread 
notion that the declaration of independence of Somaliland in 1991 would 
not have taken place without the actions and support of the diaspora (Rock 
2017). Members of the SNM were also heavily influential in the peace-
building and statebuilding process and the chairman of SNM, Abdirahman 
Ahmed Ali Tuur, became Somaliland’s first president in 1991 (Walls 
2009, p. 380). 

To attain stability, as many as 39 peace conferences and meetings were 
held between 1990 and 1997 (APD and Interpeace 2008, pp. 14-16). These 
events took place without financial support from the international commu-
nity. Instead, with the exception of the Hargeisa conference in 1997 fi-
nanced by the Somaliland government, these events were largely funded 
by Somalilanders within the country or in the diaspora (ibid, p. 26). Thus, 
the nature of the conflict and role of the diaspora during the conflict and 
peacebuildling process meant that the diaspora had close connections to 
and to some extent even composed of the leadership of Somaliland after 
the conflict. These connections contributed to placing returnees in promi-
nent positions in Somaliland politics.26 

                        
25 Due to the merge of immigrants from Somaliland and Somalia in official records there 
are, to the best of my knowledge, no official numbers of how many persons with back-
ground in Somaliland that left to or are still residing in any of these countries. However, a 
large percentage of the population are known to reside abroad and the largest share of So-
malilanders are located in the UK (Hammond 2015). 
26 It should be noted that the involvement by the diaspora was not always positive. For 
example, different branches of the diaspora fueled clan conflicts by providing support to 
different clan militias in the early 1990s (Ibrahim 2010). 
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The conflict against the Barre regime and following violent clan con-
flict during the 1990s devastated Somaliland. At the end of the war and 
the following clan conflicts (1994-95), Hargeisa and Burco were basically 
ruined and all formal structures in Somaliland were destroyed (Omaar 
2004; Eubank 2010; Ibrahim 2010). Only one percent of Hargeisa’s post-
war population still lived in the city at the end of the war (Hansen 2007). 
Dowden, who visited Somaliland in 1991, made the following observation 
‘Throughout Africa and the Middle East I have never seen more devasta-
tion. The capital of the north, Hargeisa, resembled Berlin or Hiroshima at 
the end of the Second World War’ (2008, p. 94). 

This meant that schools, hospitals, roads, and political institutions had 
to be built or re-built. Since most elites left Somaliland (or Somalia) before 
or during the conflict, it was difficult to find the necessary capacity and 
investments for such extensive reconstruction projects locally (Rock 
2017). The extent of the devastation after the war led to a need for external 
investments and support in Somaliland. Due to the contested status of So-
maliland, such support did not generally come from international donors 
but from the diaspora and other private investors (Ibrahim 2010). More 
than 25 years into the statebuilding process, Somaliland still depends on 
remittances and the diaspora sends about 500 million U.S. dollars to So-
maliland every year (Menkhaus 2015, p. 56). In 2016, the annual budget 
of the Somaliland government was only 295 million U.S. dollars (The 
Economist 2015).  

Since the call for independence, returnees from the diaspora have dom-
inated Somaliland politics. Approximately two-thirds of the MPs and half 
of the ministers in the 2016 cabinet were returnees from European coun-
tries (Ismail 2011; Rock 2017). Former president “Silanyoo”, who used to 
live in the UK, is believed to have UK citizenship. In addition, the found-
ers and chairmen of the two opposition parties, WADANI and UCID, are 
returnees from Finland (Rock 2017). 

Somaliland law allows dual citizenship and the Somaliland citizenship 
law from 2002 states that Somalilanders who are Somaliland citizens by 
birth are allowed to acquire foreign citizenships without losing their So-
maliland citizenship. Holders of dual citizenships are allowed to hold any 
position in Somaliland, including in the executive, with the exception of 
the position as president or vice president (2001 Somaliland constitution, 
Article 82).27 Therefore, there are no legal restrictions for returnees to as-
sume government positions (except becoming president or vice-presi-
dent). 
                        
27 The eligibility for being appointed minister or deputy minister is regulated by Article 41 
in the 2001 Somaliland constitution. It states:”1. He must be a Muslim and must behave in 
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The economic dependence on the diaspora seems to affect the alloca-
tion of returnees in politics. This is perhaps most evident when it comes to 
the financing of political parties and political campaigns. The three politi-
cal parties as well as individual candidates depend on funds from the dias-
pora (Ibrahim 2010). In a study of campaign funding by Aly Verjee et al., 
the national registered parties28 – Kulmiye, UCID, and Waddani – all 
stated that they depended on contributions from the diaspora. Although 
they all report that they get some funding from the government, they have 
expressed that these contributions are insignificant. For example, Waddani 
claims that these contributions cover less than 15% of their administrative 
costs. Instead, the most important funding source for these parties is dona-
tions from party members within Somaliland or from the diaspora (ibid). 
It has been shown that the diaspora are of greater relevance for these par-
ties than for the political associations that did not succeed to become an 
official party in the 2012 elections (Aly Verjee et al. 2015, p. 37). 

In my study, interviewees noted that the involvement of diaspora in na-
tional politics has increased since the last election as the ruling political 
party, Kulmiye, has strong bonds with the diaspora. Several interviewees 
explained that Kulmiye received a great deal of funding from the diaspora 
during the 2012 election campaign and that the party was obliged to give 
something back. Therefore, after winning the presidential election, Si-
lanyoo felt obliged to offer his diaspora supporters positions in govern-
ment (Interview 2 2016).  

Irro, the founder and leader of the Waddani party in 2015, emphasized 
in an interview with me the importance of having well-organized fundrais-
ers in the diaspora. He explained that there are official Waddani represent-
atives who are responsible for gathering financial support in the UK and 

                        
accordance with the Islamic religion. 2. He must be a citizen who is not younger than 35 
(thirty five) years. 3. He must be physically and mentally able to fulfil his duties. 4. He 
must be educated to, at least, secondary school level or equivalent. 5. He must not have 
been subject of a final sentence for a criminal offence by a court within the preceding five 
years. 6. He must be a responsible person with appropriate character and behaviour. 7. No 
employee of the state shall be eligible for candidacy unless he has tendered his resignation 
from office prior to a period determined by law. Such resignation shall be accepted.” The 
article that regulates appointment of cabinet ministers is in fact Article 84:5, which states 
that: ”no person who cannot fulfil the conditions necessary for eligibility for election to the 
House of Representatives shall be appointed as Minister or Deputy Minister”. The eligibil-
ity for candidacy to the House of Representatives is regulated by Article 41 (2001 Somali-
land constitution). Despite referring only to male candidates, women are allowed to be 
cabinet ministers and MPs. 
28 Only three national parties are allowed in Somaliland. 
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in Stockholm (Interview 3 2015). In a similar vein, regarding the organi-
zation of the national parties in the diaspora, a Kulmyie representative told 
Aly Verjee et al. the following: 

 
Kulmiye is well organized as far as funders and supporters abroad are con-
cerned. For example, in [the] UK we have, in London, a chairman, execu-
tive committee and branches of the committee in each major city. These 
branches meet to discuss party issues. The branches are also useful during 
fundraising. They provided 60 per cent of Kulmiye’s budget during the 
presidential elections and during other elections to provide candidates 50 
per cent of what they spend. The same was true for other European coun-
tries like Sweden, Norway, the U.S. and Canada (Aly Verjee et al. 2015, 
p. 40). 

Similar relations not only revolve around economic dependence but also 
around personal relations and responsibilities towards friends, acquaint-
ances, and clan members, who may expect to benefit from having friends 
in high places. Since all three leaders of the national political parties have 
returned from the diaspora and have families still living outside of Soma-
liland, they all have extensive personal networks in the diaspora (Rock 
2017). Below I will provide a similar account of the Liberian context and 
the historic and present involvement of the diaspora in Liberia. 

Liberia – brief conflict history and diaspora 
Liberia was established in 1822 by the American Colonization Society 
(ASC) with the objective to become the home for freed black slaves from 
the Americas. ASC was founded as a response to a growing concern 
among Americans and plantation owners in the Caribbean that freed slaves 
could cause unrest or uprisings among the still enslaved (Liebenow 1969). 
In 1847, the settlers declared independence from the ASC and established 
the Liberian Republic (Levitt 2005, p. 3). 

In 1822, Liberia was already inhabited by different indigenous groups, 
which were severely affected by the arrival of the new settlers. Including 
the new settlers, there were (and still are) 16 major ethnic groups in Liberia 
(Levitt 2005, p. 17).29 These indigenous groups were marginalized and not 
included in the running of the state. Although the new settlers, Americo-
Liberians, made up only five percent of the population, they came to dom-
inate the elite positions and the politics of Liberia (Söderström 2015, p. 
31). These inequalities resulted in tensions between different ethnic groups 
(UCDP 2016b). Liberia experienced a ‘de-facto one-party rule’ of the 

                        
29 Besides the settlers, these are: Kpelle, Bassa, Gio, Kru, Grebo, Mano, Loma, Krahn, 
Gola, Kissi, Mandingo, Vai, Gbandi, Belle, Dei, and Mende (Liebenow 1969, p. 37).  
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Americo-Liberian True Whig Party (TWP) from 1878 to 1980 (Gerdes 
2013). 

Recently, Liberia has experienced two civil wars: 1989–1996 and 
2000–2003. The 2000–2003 civil war can largely be seen as a continuation 
of the first, but with new coalitions and names of the groups involved. 30 
Samuel Doe, who overthrew the elected Liberian government in a coup in 
1980, was the first Liberian ruler to belong to an indigenous group. Alt-
hough many thought Doe would improve the lives of all Liberians, he es-
tablished harsh military rule. All political parties were forbidden, the con-
stitution was suspended, and Doe filled elite positions within the military 
and security sector with members from his own Krahn ethnic group 
(UCDP 2016b). By the end of the 1980s, the Liberian elite primarily con-
sisted of Krahn and Americo-Liberians, who controlled most of Liberia’s 
resources. By the end of 1989, the National Patriotic Front of Liberia 
(NPFL), led by a former minister in the Doe government, Charles Taylor, 
started an uprising against the Doe regime (Gerdes 2013, pp. 31-33). 
NPFL consisted largely of members of the Gio and Mano groups, although 
Taylor was an Americo-Liberian. In September 1990, Doe was killed and 
the regime was overthrown. Armed conflict continued between different 
armed groups until a final peace agreement was signed in 1996 and in 1997 
Taylor was elected president of Liberia (UCDP 2016b). 

In 1999, a rebel group called Liberians United for Reconciliation and 
Democracy (LURD) emerged in northern Liberia and initiated the second 
Liberian civil war in 2000 (UCDP 2016b). In 2003, a fraction of LURD 
created the Movement for Democracy in Liberia (MODEL) and joined the 
struggle against Taylor (Gerdes 2013, p. 165). Monrovia was soon con-
trolled by the rebel groups and negotiations begun. Charles Taylor stepped 
down as president in August 2003 and left for exile in Nigeria. Vice-Pres-
ident Moses Blah signed a peace agreement with LURD and MODEL and 
the parties agreed to request an international peacekeeping force to keep 
the peace (UCDP 2016b).31 A transitional government remained in power 
until 2006, when Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf was sworn in as President (Gerdes 
2013). 

From the founding of the republic in 1847 through the 1950s, migration 
in and out of Liberia was mainly characterized by immigration from the 
U.S. to Liberia. During the 1950s, a small number of Liberian students 

                        
30 Therefore, the whole period 1989-2003 is sometimes also referred to as the Great War 
(Söderström 2015, p. 19) 
31 Data regarding war causalities are unreliable and often vary depending on the source. 
The civil wars in Liberia is however estimated to have claimed the lives of 150 000 – 270 
000 Liberians (Söderström 2015, p. 30). 
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started to travel to the U.S. and some other countries for higher education 
(Reilly 2017, pp. 181-183). The coup by Doe in 1980 initiated the first 
larger involuntary emigration from Liberia (Aghoa 2017, p. 62). Until this 
point, Liberia’s net migration had always been positive; that is, immigra-
tion had been higher than emigration. Net migration was zero from 1980 
until a failed coup by General Quiwonkpa in 1985 (Reilly 2017, p. 187). 
This coup attempt marked the start of massive emigration from Liberia, 
which continued through the First and Second Liberian Civil Wars, peak-
ing in 1996 when it was estimated that over 780,000 Liberians fled across 
an international border (UNHCR 2007). The majority of these left for 
neighbouring countries, but many left for the U.S. As with Somaliland, 
there are no official figures of the size, dispositions, or location of the Li-
berian diaspora. However, most Liberians living in the diaspora outside of 
West Africa reside in the United States.32 Estimates of the size of the dias-
pora in the U.S. range between 73,000 and 300,000 (Reilly 2017, p. 177).33 

As in post-war Somaliland, at the end of 14 years of intrastate war in 
Liberia, the country’s political and physical infrastructure were to a large 
extent devastated. In 2003, almost half of the pre-war 2.2 million popula-
tion had fled their homes (Friedman 2012). The flight of human capacity 
in combination with a lack of resources resulted in almost all government 
institutions ceasing to function (UNDP 2006, p. 35). A high outflow of 
skilled Liberians had begun already in 1980 and continued in the 2000s. 
In 2000, about 45% of Liberians who held a tertiary degree had emigrated 
(Reilly 2017, p. 187). 

Between 1989 and 2003, Liberia’s domestic education system had been 
terminated, resulting in illiteracy rates between 70 and 80% in 2006 
(UNDP 2006, p. 2). When Ellen Johnson Sirleaf won the presidential elec-
tion and assumed office in early 2006, she not only faced problems with a 
fragile post-war situation and an economy, but also faced difficulties find-
ing competent individuals to form a functioning government, a problem 
reflected in her inauguration speech where she calls for the diaspora to 
return. 

At this point, appointing cabinet ministers and other high positions ‘was 
an immediate priority’ to strengthen Liberia’s economic situation and 
avoid a relapse into conflict (Friedman 2012, p. 2). However, the approach 
                        
32 There are also Liberian diaspora organizations in The Netherlands, France, Luxemburg, 
Germany, Sweden, Switzerland, Poland, Norway, The UK, Belgium, Italy, The Republic 
or Ireland and Denmark. But there are no reliable estimates of the number of people in 
Europe with Liberian origin and ancestry (Reilly 2017, p. 178). 
33 The UN Special Representative in Liberia, Paul Klein, claimed in an interview in 2004 
that there were 450,000 Liberians residing in the U.S. and Canada (World Chronicle 2004, 
p. 10). 
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by the Liberian government to engage potential civil servants from the di-
aspora was very different from the approach in Somaliland. To recruit 
qualified people to public service, Johnson Sirleaf reached out to the 
UNDP and an NGO called the Open Society Institute (OSI) for funding. 
As a result, the Emergency Capacity Building Support (LECBS) project 
was launched in April 2006. One of its main objectives was to offer fund-
ing to ‘attract competent Liberians to join the public sector in pivotal lead-
ership positions, utilizing the project to supplement the salaries of these 
Liberians’ (Republic of Liberia 2008, p. 69). With the 3.25 million U.S. 
dollars funding from the LECBS, Johnson Sirleaf’s administration re-
cruited 40 Liberians from the diaspora and 16 were appointed as cabinet 
ministers (Friedman 2012, p. 6). 

As Gerdes has put it, Johnson Sirleaf ‘exemplifies the ambiguities of 
Liberia’s elite in general and of the notion of Americo-Liberian in quite 
typical ways’ (2012, p, 30). Early on, she was often seen as an historical 
elite Americo-Liberian. However, during her presidential campaign in 
2005, she repeatedly emphasized her indigenous origin.34 Johnson Sirleaf 
has vast professional experience. She had served as Liberia’s Minister of 
Finance in 1979–80 in the Tolbert administration, had worked for the 
World Bank in Washington DC, and had held top positions at Citibank and 
UNDP (Johnson Sirleaf 2009). Like president Silanyoo, who was also part 
of the Somaliland diaspora in the UK, Johnson Sirleaf was part of and 
engaged in the Liberian diaspora in the U.S. The relations she built during 
this time have had great influence on the formation of the present political 
elite in Liberia (Gerdes 2011). 

Gerdes claims that three different groups of ministers can be distin-
guished in the first Johnson Sirleaf cabinet: those who used their general 
elite connections; those who used their personal connections with Johnson 
Sirleaf; and those recruited because of their prominence in Liberian soci-
ety. General elite connections include both ministers who formed these 
relations in an international setting and ministers who mainly were con-
nected to national elite networks (Gerdes 2011, p. 43). However, as 
pointed out above, a large share of these individuals were recruited from 
the U.S. 

Johnson Sirleaf also won the 2011 presidential election and remained 
President of Liberia until her term ended in 2018. In her second term, the 
majority of Johnson Sirleaf’s cabinet also consisted of ministers recruited 

                        
34 She is the daughter of J. Carney Johnson who had indigenous origin and Martha Dunbar. 
Dunbar had an indigenous mother and a German father. Dunbar was however raised in the 
elite Dunbar family and Johnson was similarly adopted by an eminent elite family by the 
name McGrity (Gerdes 2012, p. 31).  
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from the diaspora.35 These recruitments have not been without criticism 
and some newspapers have claimed that Johnson Sirleaf’s use of diaspora 
cabinet members seems to have done ‘more to enrich members of the di-
aspora than it has done to improve the quality of life for ordinary Liberi-
ans’ (Mungai 2015). She has been extensively accused of filling the gov-
ernment with her friends from the U.S. rather than individuals from Libe-
ria and that most of the appointees have roots in the America-Liberian elite 
(Gerdes 2011). 

The current President of Liberia, George Weah, was elected in 2017. 
Weah has a very different profile compared to Johnson Sirleaf. As a for-
mer soccer star, Weah is particularly popular among Liberia’s urban youth 
(Gerdes 2013, p. 202). He ran as a presidential candidate in 2005 and 2011, 
but lost to Johnson Sirleaf. During these presidential campaigns, much fo-
cus was devoted to personal traits rather than ideological issues. For Weah, 
it was particularly important to put forward that he came from a poor back-
ground and has not been part of the established Liberian elite. In this way, 
he symbolized indigenous success and the end of Americo-Liberian dom-
inance (Gerdes 2013, p. 202). However, his earned wealth as a soccer star 
was also emphasized to demonstrate his ability. Weah’s lack of higher ed-
ucation has been a frequent topic of discussion in Liberia. 36 During his 
presidential campaigns, he has put much effort into delegitimizing educa-
tion as an important qualification of a leader and has emphasized that ‘for-
merly, well-educated leaders had either been ineffectual or merely self-
serving’ (Gerdes 2013, p. 202).37 Consequently, his basis for appointments 
to the cabinet after being elected president seems to differ considerably to 
Johnson Sirleaf. Some Liberian media have been claimed that ‘[u]nlike 
the Sirleaf government, most of Weah’s cabinet is home-based Liberians 
that are not from overseas’ (Nyanfore II 2018). This is also consistent with 
information I was given during interviews in Liberia both with persons 
supporting and opposing Johnson Sirleaf (and Weah) (Interview 4 and 5 
2018). 

In Liberia, cabinet nominations by the president must have the consent 
of the Senate (1986 Liberia Constitution: Article 54). It should be noted 
that dual citizenship is banned in Liberia by the Aliens and Nationality 
Law. This law, however, is heavily debated in Liberia and several political 
                        
35 See the Appendix for list of ministers and their diaspora background. 
36 In 2011, Weah got his high school degree at the age of 40 and earned a college diploma 
from Devry University at the age of 44 (Butty 2011). 
37 It has been claimed that a majority of those in the Liberian diaspora, as well as govern-
ments from Western countries and the West-African region favoured Johnson Sirleaf as 
president over Weah in the 2005 elections due to Weah’s lack of professional experience 
and leadership training (Antwi-Boateng 2011, p. 15).   
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attempts have been made for dual citizenship and citizenship for persons 
of non-black origin. The Liberian diaspora in the U.S. has been particu-
larly active in trying to change this law. 

The Liberian diaspora is generally seen as playing an important part in 
Liberia’s politics and development. Liberians regularly refer to the dias-
pora as the country’s sixteenth county (besides the 15 counties that are 
geographically located in Liberia) (Reilly 2017, p. 188).The Liberian di-
aspora has also been engaged in Liberian politics both during the wars and 
the post-war period. The U.S. diaspora supported armed resistance against 
both the Doe and Taylor regime and it has lobbied host governments for 
peace-building support and aid. The Liberian diaspora was also highly ac-
tive during the presidential campaigns and mobilized financial and moral 
resources (Antwi-Boateng 2011). 

In addition to returning for political positions, the diaspora contributes 
to financing campaigns and influences the voting of Liberians back home 
(Reilly 2017, p. 188). This is illustrated by the fact that Johnson Sirleaf 
also campaigned in the U.S. during the 2005 and 2010 presidential elec-
tions (ibid 175, p. 188). The diaspora has been and still is a fundamental 
source for economic capital. For example, in 2015 personal remittances 
made up over 20% of Liberia’s GDP (World Bank 2019). Thus, as with 
Somaliland, the diaspora is an important source for political and economic 
support. In this sense, Liberia and Somaliland (as with many other post-
war states) can be seen as transnational states as they have a large share of 
their populations living abroad, their migration communities have played 
a fundamental financial and political role in (re)constructing and develop-
ing these states, and much of the economic resources come from the out-
side (Bradbury 2008, p, 7). 

Next, I will describe the research design, method, and key findings in 
the three essays independently, beginning with the study of Somaliland. 

Research design, method, and findings in essay I: Elite 
Interviews and Perceptions of Returnees in Somaliland 
The research objective of the first essay is to investigate the extent to 
which and when returnee Members of Parliament (MPs) and the cabinet 
are perceived as legitimate in Somaliland from the perspective of the local 
elites. Fieldwork for this essay was also the first data collection step for 
this thesis. The analysis builds on elite interviews conducted during two 
field trips to Hargeisa, the capital of Somaliland, in April 2015 and Feb-
ruary 2016. Overall, I spent a little over four weeks in Hargeisa. In total, I 
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conducted 34 face-to-face interviews with former and current cabinet min-
isters, members of parliament, public servants in the parliament and min-
istries, opposition leaders, other party officials, researchers, journalists, 
civil society activists, and business entrepreneurs. Respondents had di-
verse backgrounds: some had experience with the diaspora; some did not; 
some belonged to different clans; and some were members of one of the 
three national political parties. 

A combination of a lack of financial resources and limited previous 
knowledge about the relationship between the Somaliland population and 
its politicians and top public officials lay the ground for the decision to 
focus this study primarily on the accounts of elites. This approach also 
entailed some limitations, and it must be emphasized that views expressed 
in interviews are the opinions of elites and not the wider population. How-
ever, this provides an important elite perspective from a broad range of 
elite actors in Somaliland, some with experience working in government 
institutions and some from other sectors. This approach allowed for a 
deeper understanding of the meaning of key concepts – e.g., diaspora, re-
turnee, and legitimacy – in the Somaliland context as well as getting a 
better understanding of the scope of the diaspora involvement in Somali-
land politics. 

To get hold of respondents, individuals from the diaspora in Sweden 
were contacted before my first field trip to Somaliland. Sam Dualeh as-
sisted me numerous times and provided both knowledge about Somaliland 
as well valuable information about whom I should meet. He also put me 
into contact with relevant people in Hargeisa. In addition to these connec-
tions, I also reached out to researchers at the Hargeisa University and dif-
ferent research institutes before my trips. Ahmed M. Musa among other 
researchers at these places not only provided me with important infor-
mation about the Somaliland context, but also these initial interviews 
served an additional purpose – i.e., to work as a bridge to appropriate re-
spondents. This form of snowballing procedure was considered as the 
most appropriate for this study and it proved to be fruitful as it gave me 
access to individuals holding official positions in Somaliland. 

The gate-keepers or brokers who made this research possible, clearly 
and unavoidably so, also shaped the research result. Nevertheless, without 
them, it would have been difficult, if not impossible, to get in contact with 
suitable participants. Also, in an effort to avoid bias, several access points 
were used to reach respondents. Moreover, I also actively tried to reach 
persons outside of the closest sphere of the ones helping me and asked, for 
example, when suitable, if they knew individuals from other clans or po-
litical parties. 
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However, some biases became evident during the study (although I rec-
ognize that there might be more that I am not aware of). First, there is a 
gender bias since only four of the respondents were women. This largely 
mirrors the fact that women hold few elite positions in Somaliland. For 
example, only one of the 164 MPs is a woman (Walls 2014, p. 309) and 
very few civil servants are women. However, there are several female min-
isters in the government and women are also active in CSOs and partici-
pate as candidates in elections. Regrettably, despite active efforts, it 
proved difficult to reach more female respondents. Another bias is the one 
of language, since all respondents in this study speak English. Regarding 
researchers, CSO leaders, and ministers, this is probably not a problem 
since most belonging to these groups in Somaliland speak English. How-
ever, it would have been beneficial to include the accounts of politicians 
who do not speak English. The risk of this bias is primarily that negative 
accounts of the diaspora and returnees will be overlooked as there is a 
possibility that the relationships between English-speaking elites and re-
turnees are better. However, as is evident in the essay, since the respond-
ents expressed and recognized negative accounts of returnees, the risk that 
this bias affected the result is estimated to be low. 

Interviews were semi-structured and were carried out with the help of 
an interview guide with thematic issues reflecting the purpose of the study. 
This was considered the most appropriate way to reveal what is missing in 
existing theory and implied some degree of flexibility depending on the 
answers given. Interviews were around 30–60 minutes and were con-
ducted in English. They took place in various locations in Hargeisa, such 
as the Ambassador Hotel, Maan-soor Hotel, and the parliament. 

Since respondents indicated that they were not comfortable being rec-
orded, interviews were not taped. Instead, I took extensive notes and re-
wrote notes as soon as possible after the interviews ended. Furthermore, 
to protect the integrity of respondents, their names are not used in the es-
say. When relevant, respondents agreed to the fact that their identity could 
be disclosed when referring to their background or current position. 

I attempt to be transparent with challenges I encountered while con-
ducting these studies. These occurred especially during my first field trip 
before I had developed appropriate coping strategies. When conducting 
interviews, I started by telling respondents about myself and asked them 
to introduce themselves. After these introductions, I had planned to ask 
my open-ended questions. However, in the first interviews I did not get 
the possibility to tell many respondents what I was interested in. Instead, 
respondents, after presenting themselves, started talking about issues they 
considered interesting connected to my research. Often there was little 
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space for me to interrupt and ask questions. When I tried to ask a question, 
I was often ignored. Descriptions of different events could go on for al-
most 30 minutes despite repeated attempts from me to interrupt or change 
the course of the discussion. 

This can be interpreted as an expression of social status and especially 
respondents’ older age. At this point, it did not pose a problem to my re-
search since people talked about the issues I was interested in without any 
need of direction from me, and they did so at length. Sometimes people 
veered off and discussed topics outside of the scope of my research. This 
could, of course, be annoying as it was very difficult to interrupt such di-
gressions, but I realized that if I were patient, they usually came back to 
issues of interest to me. However, I realized that I had to adopt coping 
strategies to direct the interviews and to devote more time for each inter-
view than I first planned. I learned to be even more precise about my re-
search when I introduced myself and clearly explained that I had a set of 
questions I wanted to ask. 

The ability to control where interviews were to be conducted also needs 
some explanation. Method literature often recommends interviews be con-
ducted in an isolated place where other people cannot listen or interrupt 
(e.g., Söderström 2011). This is, of course, the ideal setting to assure that 
people are not afraid to speak their mind. However, the perfect method 
advice does not always work in practice. In the field, you often need to 
take the interview when it is offered. Flexibility and openness to changing 
circumstances are usually very important to conduct the necessary inter-
views. In the field, you have to be prepared that people may have a differ-
ent sense of time and accept that interviews can be cancelled or resched-
uled with short notice. 

Despite having access to an office at another location during my study 
in Somaliland, people often called and told me that they were in the recep-
tion area of my hotel and that they wished to meet right away. Even at 
times when we had decided to meet somewhere else, people often showed 
up when I was working in the lobby and asked if we could talk there and 
then instead. Since most of the people I met with expressed that they had 
a tight schedule, I had to agree to do the interviews when they had time to 
meet. When I got the opportunity to meet political leaders or the speaker 
of the parliament, I could not refuse to do so because the time or place was 
not ideal. If we were in a crowded place, I asked if we could move to a 
more isolated table or go out to the garden. It is, of course, important to 
crucially analyse the effect this can have on the information provided. I 
did not consider it to be a problem for the objective of this study as re-
spondents chose the location themselves and did not seem to hold back 
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critique towards either the system or individuals. If my topics had been of 
a more sensitive nature, this would have created a more significant obsta-
cle. 

An inductive approach was then applied to systemizing the material 
collected. In this essay, I used previous literature investigating returnees 
in general and the scarce previous research existing about returnees in pol-
itics to better make sense of the findings and to contrast them to other 
cases. Before turning to the results of the study, I will discuss what addi-
tional insights about methods this study produced. 

Available data and information 
A central aspect when discussing the method applied in the first essay is 
that Somaliland is comparatively little researched and its unrecognized 
status provides hinders for research. There is limited data available regard-
ing most aspects of society and there are few previous studies to rely on. 
Due to Somaliland’s contested status it was, for example, until recently 
even difficult to find any form of reliable estimates of Somaliland’s GDP 
or size of its population.38 The Somali society is traditionally oral and there 
are limited written protocols from different parts of the peacebuilding and 
statebuilding process as well as few reliable media sources to get infor-
mation from. Since I do not speak Somali, sources accessible to me with-
out an interpreter are even fewer. 

Some ground-breaking work on Somaliland history, statebuilding, and 
political development has been done in recent years (e.g., Lewis 2008; 
Walls 2009; Walls 2014; Renders 2012; Musa and Horst 2019). Local re-
search institutes, such as the Academy For Peace and Development (APD) 
and the Horizon Institute, also provide important publications of Somali-
land politics. Yet compared with many other settings, especially recog-
nized states, the available published information about Somaliland’s his-
tory and current situation remains scarce. 

These conditions limit method and research design options and make 
Somaliland challenging to compare to other cases and to some extent com-
plicates the description of what kind of case Somaliland is. It also makes 
the effort to access even basic information demanding and to get to the 
starting points of interviews is generally considerably more difficult than 
in many other contexts where data are more easily accessible. This part of 
researchers’ efforts are often not visible in final papers, which I believe is 
regrettable. To not recognize the amount of work behind these studies or 
neglect to discuss connected challenges creates an even more significant 
                        
38 The World Bank provided Somaliland’s first GDP and poverty estimates in January 2014 
(World Bank 2014). 
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bias towards continuing to conduct research in more easily accessible 
places and further hindering the possibility to learn from others. 

In Somaliland, this difficulty meant that it took considerable time and 
energy to get hold of a basic list of the members of the parliament and 
cabinet ministers. It was also often impossible to find written information 
online about respondents in top positions or subjects raised in interviews. 
These limitations place more weight on the researchers in such contexts, 
to address issues of triangulation, and fact checking, but ultimately such 
research is more valuable. It also requires the researcher to adopt strategies 
and methods other than what might have been the case in other contexts. 

For me, this meant that I had to learn as I went on to a much higher 
degree than I did, for example, during my elite study in Liberia. The So-
maliland contexts required me to be more flexible and more alert because 
I had to write down all information I got right away since I could often not 
look things or names up later. These circumstances also made me much 
more dependent on my Somaliland contacts.39 

As for so many other aspects of conducting research in Somaliland, be-
sides getting help to get in contact with respondents, it proved invaluable 
to have informed contacts who could guide me through different parts of 
the Somaliland system help me put together diverse strands of information 
and explain how different elite actors in Somaliland are related. But it also 
made my research more vulnerable since I was to a higher degree depend-
ent on others. One of the coping strategies I used to reduce this vulnera-
bility was to strive for a broad range of different contacts with the Soma-
liland diaspora, Somaliland researchers, and local Somaliland actors. 

While recognizing these challenges, I would also like to emphasize ad-
vantages related to doing research in a setting where few(er) previous stud-
ies have been conducted. One of the greatest benefits was that people in 
general were willing to assist and talk to me and they were not tired of 
researchers as may be the case in many other places suffering from re-
search fatigue (e.g., Clark 2008; Sukarieh and Tannock 2013). This ena-
bled me to access different levels of society and book meetings with elites 
on short notice. Somaliland’s unrecognized status and the wish for wider 
                        
39 Connected to this is for example the lack of accessible information about how to get a 
visa. To access Somaliland it is necessary to obtain a Somaliland visa and I was informed 
that it must be acquired before entering the Somaliland airport or border. From my initial 
contacts in Somaliland I was advised to go to the Somaliland consulate in London in per-
son. I contacted the consulate to confirm an appointment and booked a two day trip to 
London for the visa interview. However, when I arrived at the consulate, no one was there. 
Instead, I was informed over the phone that everyone responsible for visas had left the UK 
for several days to come and my prospect to get a visa in the near future was really bad. In 
the end, right before my planned first field trip, I instead got a visa through contacts in the 
Somaliland diaspora in Sweden. 
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attention from the international community (which I probably was consid-
ered a part of) are also likely to have made government officials and op-
position leaders prone to talk to me. It was, for example, possible to ar-
range a meeting with the speaker of the parliament only two days after I 
had received his contact information from another informant. A majority 
of potential respondents in Liberia were also willing to be interviewed. 
However, compared to Somaliland I experienced it more difficult in Libe-
ria to get respondents still holding official positions. 

Findings in essay I 
Findings from the study in Somaliland informed the points of departure 
for the following two essays; therefore, it is essential to present the results 
of this study before discussing the design and method of essay II. 

In addition to general grounds for legitimacy, applying both to return-
ees and stayees in top political positions, this essay proposes that two cen-
tral dimensions, Expectations and Commitment, influence returnees’ per-
ceived legitimacy in Somaliland. Findings from interviews suggested that 
Somalilanders generally viewed diaspora returnees positively in the first 
phase of the statebuilding process since expectations on them were high. 
When returnees in the parliament or the cabinet did not live up to these 
expectations, support for them declined. It was argued that returnees 
should be able to bring certain things due to their time in the diaspora. 
Thus, returnees, compared to stayees, have different expectations they 
must live up to in order to be seen as legitimate in their positions. These 
expectations revolve mainly around their expected capacity, democratic 
quality, and ability to deliver development. Failure to live up to these ex-
pectations is likely to negatively influence the legitimacy of returnees in 
politics and government. 

Since returnees lived abroad where there are more opportunities, they 
were expected to be more educated and experienced than stayees. How-
ever, many interviewees argued that many returnees in Somaliland lacked 
the necessary qualifications for their jobs. It was pointed out as a funda-
mental problem that Somaliland does not attract those who succeeded in 
the diaspora, but that the “wrong” people return to serve as MPs or in the 
government. Thus, many returnees perceived right to serve in these posi-
tions requires being more qualified than stayees. 

Similarly, it was expected that returnees should be able to bring with 
them democratic practices from the places where they have been residing. 
The interviews revealed that returnees were expected to break habits of 
clan corruption and be bearers of good governance. Due to the common 
belief that returnees in the parliament and government did not manage to 
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live up to these expectations, this negatively influenced the perception of 
returnees in these positions. 

The third expectation, which is closely connected to the other two, was 
that returnees were assumed to translate their capacity and norms and con-
tribute to Somaliland’s development to a higher degree than stayees. As 
such, the returnees were expected to lobby for recognition since they have 
more extensive international contacts. Failure to secure recognition was a 
common critique raised during the interviews. 

However, respondents also raised prominent examples of returnee min-
isters who had lived up to expectations; these actors were seen as highly 
educated and experienced people who had resisted clan corruption and 
contributed to Somaliland development. In addition to satisfying expecta-
tions, returnees’ legitimacy also depends on the extent they are perceived 
as committed to Somaliland. This notion of commitment is connected to 
conflict history if returnees possess foreign passports and returnee MPs’ 
or ministers’ presence (or absence) in Somaliland. 

Interviewees mentioned conflict history and if people left during times 
of hardship could have negative influence on perceptions of returnees in 
some places. Thus, respondents pointed out that the fact that people flee 
during war may be a relevant ground for questioning their commitment; 
however, this is seldom the case in Somaliland due to the specific conflict 
history and the role played by the diaspora during the war. 

Returnees’ possession of foreign passports was seen as far more dam-
aging for their perceived commitment to Somaliland. It was claimed that 
most returnees in the parliament and government are dual citizens. This 
was partly perceived as positive since they have greater opportunities to 
lobby foreign governments for recognition. But this was mostly seen as 
having a negative influence on returnees’ legitimacy since their use of 
their foreign passport, instead of their Somaliland passport, was inter-
preted as disrespectful to the Somaliland nation and might harm the inde-
pendence struggle. 

Overall, their keeping of a foreign passport was sometimes interpreted 
as a sign that they are not true nationalists and distanced them from the 
local population. Connected to this was the issue of returnees’ presence or 
absence in Somaliland. It was claimed that returnee MPs and ministers 
spend the majority of their time in the other country where they have citi-
zenship. Frequent travels were highlighted as an indication of disloyalty. 
It was also pointed out that their absence has practical consequences since 
it hinders the work of the parliament. 



 65 

Many interviewees connected the returnees’ ability to leave and keep 
families abroad as indicators that the returnees might be reckless with re-
spect to Somaliland politics as they have less to lose if something goes 
wrong. Respondents also claimed that this made returnees more detached 
from the local reality and that they did not understand the needs of the 
local population. 

All these marks of commitment may influence perceptions of returnees 
in these positions. However, it should be noted that findings in this essay 
also demonstrated that the perception of returnees in Somaliland largely 
rests on pragmatism. If returnees are able to provide development and 
show that they are not engaging in corrupt practices, this is likely to over-
weigh other flaws such as holding a foreign passport or spending time 
abroad. This may not always be the case in other contexts, where, for ex-
ample, the diaspora played a different role during the war. 

In addition to giving valuable insights about this issue in Somaliland, 
this study also provides important lessons for other cases. If interpretations 
of commitment are relevant in the Somaliland case, where it has been the-
oretically argued that the diaspora holds more moral authority to represent 
the local community than many other conflict-generated diasporas (Horst 
et al. 2010, p. 14), this is likely to hold true for many other less favourable 
cases. 

Above all, this essay constitutes an important point of departure and 
illustrates the relevance of further studies on returnee politicians in post-
war settings in Somaliland and in contrasting cases. Below, I illustrate how 
findings from this study informed my second and third essay. 

Research design, method, and findings in essay II: Elite 
experiences and perceptions in Liberia 
The first essay demonstrated different expectations on returnees in politics 
in Somaliland. In the second essay, by using literature about policy maker 
expectations on returnees in general to develop a theoretical framework, I 
investigate how Liberian elite perceptions of returnee ministers corre-
spond to or deviate from the expectations held in international and national 
policy circles. 

This essay provides a unique insider perspective since it makes use of 
elite interviews in Liberia with current and former ministers and deputy 
ministers of the Liberian government, opposition leaders, presidential can-
didates, members of the House or Representatives and the Senate, and re-
searchers. These interviews are combined with a systematic study of news 
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material, debate articles, and policy documents to assess whether argu-
ments raised extend beyond the elite group included in the interviews. 
Similar to the study in Somaliland, these interviews were semi-structured 
and were intended to capture to what extent respondents believe returnee 
ministers contribute to or hamper an efficient, democratic, and local cabi-
net. 

Interviews for this study were conducted in Monrovia and Gbarnga in 
Liberia during two weeks in August 2018. In total, 16 face-to-face inter-
views were conducted. Interviews were 30–60 minutes long, recorded, and 
conducted in English. All interviews were carried out and transcribed by 
me. Purposive sampling (see Kutlay 2016) was used to select respondents, 
who were of mixed age and diverse backgrounds: some respondents had 
experience with the diaspora, some had been beneficiaries of the LECBS 
projects whereas most had not, about half had been part of Johnson Sir-
leaf’s cabinets, and some had opposed Johnson Sirleaf’s party (Unity 
Party). Again, I tried to access respondents through several channels and 
domestic contacts. I contacted several of the respondents directly through 
email, social media, or telephone before going to Monrovia. Two of my 
Liberian contacts, Fofana Abraham and Abraham Matthews, were also 
both essential to this study as they shared their knowledge about Liberian 
politics and put me in contact with potential respondents.  

I was prepared to go back to Liberia to conduct more interviews. How-
ever, after conducting approximately half of the interviews, I realized that 
the accounts I gathered were generally very consistent and largely corre-
sponded to what I found when studying discussions of returnees in written 
Liberian media. New respondents repeated arguments that I had previ-
ously heard, indicating that I reached a satisfying level of theoretical satu-
ration. 

Unfortunately, as in Somaliland, it proved difficult to reach and con-
vince female participants. Despite extensive efforts from both me and my 
research assistant, only one of the elites interviewed is female. As in So-
maliland, in Liberia more men than women are political elites. However, 
there are several female representatives in the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives and a large share of President Johnson Sirleaf’s cabinets were 
female. Thus, absence of women in politics does not fully explain this bias. 
One additional reason might be that previous female ministers to a larger 
extent than their male counterparts have left Liberia. There is, however, 
no available data to substantiate this claim. 
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Findings in essay II 
Findings in this study reveal a number of mismatches between expecta-
tions on returnees in statebuilding from domestic and international policy 
makers and how Liberian political elites view returnees’ presence in the 
cabinet. The essay is structured around a number of specific expectations 
extracted from literature about policy maker expectations as well as policy 
documents. In accordance with expectations of policy circles, Liberian 
elites view returnee ministers as having the potential to bring two main 
benefits: their qualifications and potential relationship with international 
institutions. Liberian elites recognized that returnee ministers might have 
valuable qualifications and social networks from their diaspora experi-
ence. However, only a very specific kind of network was brought forward 
as valuable for returnee ministers’ in the material – a network of interna-
tional donors or other development partners. Also, only a few returnees 
are perceived as having these qualifications and social networks and they 
are not seen as a given benefit of having lived in the diaspora. 

The material showed some ambiguity as not all Liberian elites ex-
pressed the same perceptions of returnee ministers. However, findings 
demonstrate how Liberian elite perceptions generally digressed from ex-
pectations from policy circles regarding returnee minister’s ability to pro-
vide good governance, embeddedness in the local society, and possibility 
to provide benefits connected to their qualifications, social networks, dem-
ocratic values, and local knowledge and connections during a temporary 
return. 

Most shortcomings and dangers associated with returnee ministers cen-
tred on their perceived outsiderness and how they are seen as a separate 
category from ministers recruited from Liberia. For example, returnee 
ministers’ patriotism was questioned and they were referred to as ‘techno-
crat missionaries’ who returned to Liberia to ‘do a job’ for a limited time 
before returning to their home abroad. To some Liberian elites, this clearly 
demonstrated returnee ministers detachment to Liberia and its population. 
An ensuing argument was that returnee ministers are unaware of local 
needs and therefore are not part of the local community. Moreover, con-
nected to their belonging in Liberia, it was argued that returnee ministers 
generally are not part of domestic neo-patrimonial (or Big Man network) 
structures. It was claimed that people cannot reach out to returnees when 
in need since they do not know them the same way they know homegrown 
actors. 

However, the most frequently used argument against returnee minis-
ters’ presence was the difficulty of holding these ministers accountable if 
they engage in corruption or in some other way misbehave. Experiences 
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of returnee government officials who left for the U.S. when accused of 
corruption have strongly informed the common narrative about returnees 
in public top positions. This argument, in combination with the claim that 
most returnee ministers possess dual citizenship, was central for a recur-
rent notion of returnees in these positions as harmful for Liberia. 

Connected to the issue of accountability, it was repeatedly claimed that 
returnee ministers’ diaspora connection make them more prone to corrup-
tion as returnees have a dual family challenge: they have to finance their 
life in Liberia as well as their families’ lives in another country. 

Finally, Liberian elites also problematized the dominance of returnee 
ministers in the cabinet since the end of the war and called for a balance 
between recruitment from abroad and from Liberia. In this way, findings 
in this study demonstrate how recruitments from the diaspora are inher-
ently political, since it implies exclusion or inclusion of different social 
groups.  

This essay not only takes on an important elite perspective, but also 
demonstrates a need to study this issue from a bottom-up perspective to 
capture how returnee ministers are perceived by the population. Thus, 
there is a need for more knowledge of how these returnees are viewed by 
the general population and to which extent these perceptions correspond 
to perceptions by elites presented in this essay. 

Research design, method, and findings in essay III: Survey 
experiment with the general population in Liberia 
The third essay begins where the second essay ends: it investigates the 
overarching topic of this thesis from the perspective of the general popu-
lation. In this essay, I use a survey experiment to answer how a large pres-
ence of diaspora returnees in post-war cabinets affect the way the local 
population perceives the legitimacy of the cabinet. 

The study tests six hypotheses generated from various research fields, 
such as research about migration, political representation, and political 
corruption in combination with findings from the two other essays. The 
first five hypotheses focused on the negative effect of a high presence of 
returnee ministers on cabinet legitimacy by investigating the following 
variables: direct support, efficiency, corruption, accountability, and repre-
sentativeness.  

In addition to these and to better grasp which circumstances returnees’ 
presence in a cabinet impacts institutional legitimacy and therefore the dif-
ferent variables presented above, a sixth hypothesis was included. This 
hypothesis captures recent qualitative evidence that suggests that a key 
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mediating factor of returnee ministers’ presence on cabinet legitimacy is 
the perceived enduring relationship returnee ministers keep with their host 
country. 

To test these hypotheses, I carried out a vignette survey experiment 
with 1038 respondents in Monrovia in May 2019. A pre-analysis plan, in-
cluding a draft of hypotheses and an outline of the research, was registered 
at the Evidence in Governance and Politics (EGAP) website before the 
final data collection was initiated. 

Researches within social science are often confronted with questions of 
the internal validity of causal claims. The popularity of experimental de-
signs during the last decade comes from the fact that they are considered 
to provide a potential remedy to these problems. Briefly, a survey experi-
ment manipulates the form or order of items or descriptions included. In 
the survey experiment, respondents are randomly assigned to which ma-
nipulation or treatment they will receive (Gaines, Kuklinski and Quirk 
2007). In a vignette survey experiment, a short description of a scenario is 
presented to respondents. This can, for example, be a description of a po-
litical grouping or a political decision. The experimental part consists of 
different characteristics in the vignette that might be varied for different 
treatment groups or there might be a control group (i.e., a group that does 
not receive a vignette). To capture the causal effects of interest, the deci-
sions, answers, or behaviours of respondents belonging to different treat-
ment groups are compared. The logic behind the experiment is that if as-
signment to treatment is random, average difference between treatment 
groups cannot have been affected by any extraneous variable but by the 
difference in the treatments. 

Importantly, random assignment of treatment differs from random sam-
pling. While random sampling has to do with the procedure by which re-
spondents are chosen, random assignment does not mean that respondents 
must be drawn randomly from a larger population; however, it requires 
that the procedure that determines which treatment respondents receive is 
random (Druckman et al. 2011, p. 23). 

In this essay, the vignettes presented to respondents entailed a descrip-
tion of a hypothetical presidential candidate and which ministers this pres-
idential candidate would appoint if elected. The experimental treatment 
consisted of three descriptions of these ministers’ backgrounds and ac-
tions. These descriptions consisted of a variation of where they were re-
cruited from (the U.S. or Liberia) and if the ministers recruited from the 
U.S. would permanently leave their U.S. homes and bring their families to 
Liberia or if they would keep their houses and families in the U.S. (these 
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referred to as the Local, Weak ties, and Strong ties treatments, respec-
tively).40 The following survey consisted of questions about standard de-
mographics, followed by different questions about respondents percep-
tions of the cabinet described to them.  

Unlike in the first two essays, essay III uses a deductive approach to 
examine legitimacy. Within empirical legitimacy research ‘subjective le-
gitimacy’ is referred to as a latent concept as it ‘cannot be measured di-
rectly’ (Gilley 2006, p. 503). Consequently, subjective legitimacy has to 
be empirically captured through ‘cause variables’ (Bollen and Lennox 
1991) or ‘antecedent conditions’ (Levi, Sacks and Tyler 2009). In this 
way, legitimacy is measured with the use of empirically accessible varia-
bles theorized to lie close to the meaning of legitimacy. As a reflection of 
the hypotheses above, to empirically capture legitimacy in this study, I 
asked several questions about direct support and perceptions of cabinet 
performance, accountability, corruption, and representativeness.  

The survey was conducted with the use of tablets. I programmed the 
survey in the dobloo SurveyToGo (STG) software. This software has sev-
eral benefits such as possibility to program random assignment of treat-
ment, to choose respondents within households, and to access different 
quality control features. 

Due to financial and practical reasons, only respondents from 50 ran-
domly selected Enumeration Areas (EAs) in Central Monrovia were in-
cluded in the study. These EAs included varying socio-economic and eth-
nic compositions. Households as well as respondents were randomly se-
lected within these EAs. 

In addition to the practical advantages, Monrovia provided several 
other advantages as the focus of the data collection. Approximately half 
of Liberia’s population lives in urban areas and one-third lives in Monro-
via or its surroundings (CIA 2019). Monrovia also has great diversity; its 
population includes all ethnic groups, religions, geographic areas, and so-
cio-economic status in Liberia. 

However, this sampling has some limitations compared to a nationwide 
random sample. As the main hypothesis proposes that a high share of re-
turnees in the cabinet will have a negative effect on cabinet legitimacy, 
Monrovia, which is more cosmopolitan, theoretically constitutes a more 
                        
40 Thus, the three treatment groups are: The reference group (“Local” treatment) receiving 
a description of cabinet where a majority of ministers are recruited from Liberia, the group 
receiving a description of a majority of ministers recruited from the U.S. which will bring 
their families with them to Liberia and quit houses in the U.S (“Weak ties” treatment) and 
the group receiving a description of a majority of ministers recruited from the U.S. which 
will keep their families and second homes in the U.S. (“Strong ties” treatment). Full vi-
gnettes and survey questions can be found in essay III. 
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difficult test for this hypothesis than other areas in Liberia. It is reasonable 
to believe that Liberians living in rural areas or other smaller urban areas 
are more detached from the diaspora and therefore more negatively in-
clined towards diaspora returnees in the government. 

The survey experiment was carried out with the use of a local research 
firm, The Khana Group (TKG). I chose TKG as my partner since they have 
extensive experience conducting large surveys in Liberia. For example, 
TKG carried out the latest round of the Afrobarometer and have been part-
nered with Gallup. Having a reliable partner such as TKG helped offset 
my financial and practical (i.e., travel to and from Liberia) limitations. 
These national experts helped me select the enumeration areas, formulate 
the surveys and represented me in the ethical approval interview with the 
ethical board for research at the University of Liberia Institutional Review 
Board (UL-IRB). 

I provided training to all enumerators and I was present in Monrovia 
for the pilot study and most of the data collection process. Being present 
during these steps was essential to a successful outcome of the study. Sev-
eral changes were made in the survey after the pilot study and discussions 
with the local team of how to best formulate questions. In addition, this 
approach detected problems with the data collection process early in the 
process. These issues will be further discussed below. 

Lessons learned from the survey experiment 
The use of survey experiments is widespread in political science research 
in the Global North. In this context, survey experiments are often self-
administered and conducted online. To study politics with the use of sur-
vey experiments is, however, less established in the Global South, espe-
cially so in sub-Saharan Africa.41 When conducting a survey in this con-
text, many insights can be used from the well-developed body of survey 
experiment literature from the Global North, but this literature does not 
cover everything. 

In many cases, no reliable census data exist (in the case of Liberia the 
census data are out of date), certain topics may be politically sensitive, 
different domestic norms may exist that make cross-gender interviews 
problematic, ethnic tensions might influence which enumerators to 
choose, and respondents may be unfamiliar or sceptical towards surveys 

                        
41 There are some recent exceptions, such as studies investigating if voters in Benin favor 
co-ethnics (Adida 2015), the relationship between information about elite tax evasion and 
political participation (Kolstad and Wiig 2019), single party hegemony in Tanzania (Croke 
2017) and why voters support corrupt political candidates in South Africa (Bøttkjær and 
Justesen 2018). 
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(e.g., Lupu and Michelitch 2018). Moreover, although surveys in general 
are more common, they are much less used and often encounter problems 
not found in the Global North. Critiques have been raised that existing 
surveys conducted in the Global South lack transparency, for example, in 
terms of implementation and response rates (Lupu and Michelitch 2018). 

Fabricated interviews in enumerator-administered surveys is a well-
known problem, especially in surveys conducted in the Global South. Enu-
merators are generally compensated per conducted interview and some ar-
eas they work in might be high crime areas, making their incentives to 
quickly leave these areas greater. These issues can lead to enumerators 
skipping certain questions, making up responses, or fabricating the whole 
interview (Lupu and Michelitch 2018, p. 201). For my study, it proved 
extremely valuable to have carried out the survey on tablets with the Sur-
veyToGo software as this software includes several quality control features 
designed to detect fabrication or mistakes. These features included regis-
tration of GPS signals, start and end times of interviews, time passed be-
tween interviews, and time stamps of each survey question. The software 
also records whether the GPS on the tablets has been turned off or if inter-
views were conducted faster than the pre-programmed time. During train-
ing, all enumerators were informed about these quality control measures 
and that improperly conducted interviews would be excluded from the 
study. 

These measures revealed irregularities in several interviews conducted 
by one enumerator. Many of this enumerator’s interviews were carried out 
in just a few minutes, leaving just one or a few seconds for both asking 
and answering the questions; all these interviews were excluded from the 
analysis. I also manually went through all the remaining interviews con-
ducted by this enumerator to make sure that GPS positions were accurate 
and that the time stamp for every question seemed reasonable. Although it 
is impossible to completely avoid incidents like this or human error, many 
of these issues were detected by the software’s quality control features. 

Regrettably, this software does not solve the problem with monitoring 
the selection of households nor make sure that enumerators record the 
right number of persons living in a household. Enumerators were carefully 
instructed on how they should choose households. The software was pro-
grammed to ask for the number of respondents in the households, their 
names, and randomly select one respondent in each household; however, 
the enumerators had the responsibility to record the number and names. 
Enumerators were also supposed to manually write down the number of 
respondents who were unavailable or declined to participate as well as the 
reason why these people were not included in the study. Thus, the response 
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rate may be inaccurate and external validity might be compromised if enu-
merators do not follow the instructions. 

My survey experiment suggests a problem as the response rate was 
99.1%; that is, only ten original respondents were unavailable or declined 
to participate, an unrealistic number. Thus, this high response rate indi-
cates that some enumerators failed to report respondent’s refusal and non-
compliance. 

In the Afrobarometer round 7 in 2018, the response rate was reported 
to be 96% and in round 6 in 2015, 94%. Thus, the response rate is higher 
in this study. However, response rates from the Afrobarometer refer to a 
nationwide sample, whereas this study was conducted in Monrovia only. 
This survey is also considerably shorter than the Afrobarometer survey. 
Furthermore, this survey took place in a time of high political mobilization 
in Monrovia, which in this context may have made people more willing to 
participate and may have made it more likely that response rates are 
slightly higher in this study. Despite the probable failures to report re-
sponse rates accurately, the response rates are probably at least as high as 
in the Afrobarometer rounds, which should still be considered as a high 
response rate. In addition, the sample included in this study, despite its 
flaws, probably comprises a composition more similar to the Monrovian 
population compared to internet-based survey experiments. 

Moreover, failure of enumerators to follow instructions for selection of 
respondents affects the external validity negatively, but it does not threaten 
the internal validity of the experiment since allocation of treatment was 
still randomized. This also demonstrates the great importance of letting 
the software randomize treatments rather than enumerators. 

Findings in essay III 
Results from this study fail to reject the proposed hypotheses. Instead, the 
results suggest that high presence of ministers recruited from the diaspora 
negatively affects the population’s view of the cabinet as legitimate. This 
holds for all variables. Results also indicate that the effect of a high share 
of returnee ministers on cabinet legitimacy is significantly stronger when 
recruited returnees keep strong ties to their former host country, in this 
case the U.S., compared to if they signal they will loosen their ties to the 
former host country. Thus, these results provide support for that remaining 
close ties to the host country is mediating the effect a high share of returnee 
ministers has on cabinet legitimacy. 

Results also indicate that this mediating effect is particularly evident 
for perceived cabinet corruption and accountability. For these two varia-
bles, all treatment group means were diverse. However, the difference is 
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considerably smaller for the group receiving the Local treatment and the 
Weak ties treatment; the confidence interval for these groups overlap and 
therefore the difference of means between these two groups is not statisti-
cally significant. Respondents receiving the Strong ties treatment on aver-
age viewed the likelihood for the described cabinet to be corrupt signifi-
cantly higher and the possibilities to hold the cabinet accountable signifi-
cantly lower compared to respondents receiving the other two treatments. 
These differences of means are statistically significant. 

This indicates that the notion that returnee ministers keep strong ties to 
the former host country are seen as more relevant for their risk of being 
corrupt and chances of being held accountable than solely the circum-
stance that they are recruited from the former host country. This finding 
resembles the elite’s statements in essays I and II that returnees are more 
prone to be corrupt and difficult to hold accountable since they can leave 
if being accused of corruption. 

Fieldwork: ethical issues and positionality 
In relation to the discussion above about research design and method, sev-
eral additional aspects of research ethics and positionality must also be 
emphasized. The number one priority throughout all my three studies has 
been the safety and integrity of all respondents, research assistants, and 
myself. 

Recently, important post-colonial critique has been raised towards how 
researchers (mainly based in the Global North) often exploit ‘research bro-
kers’ or ‘fixers’ while conducting field work in the Global South (Adedi 
Dunia et al. 2019; Eriksson Baaz and Utas 2019). This critique revolves 
around several aspects of the power imbalance between contracting re-
searchers and research assistants. While these brokers often play a funda-
mental role, they seldom receive official credit or are included as co-au-
thors. Moreover, when safety issues are discussed, these generally deal 
with respondents and the researchers themselves, often neglecting the sit-
uation for domestic research brokers even though these people are at the 
greatest risk as they will also suffer from long term consequences (Eriks-
son Baaz and Utas 2019, p. 173). 

In hindsight, I believe that I could have considered this more when con-
ducting these studies. Due to the desire to get foreign government to rec-
ognize Somaliland, the risk that I, a Swedish researcher, would experience 
serious trouble from domestic authorities seemed low. However, it is more 



 75 

difficult to assess the potential long-term consequences for those who as-
sisted me. They are all well-informed and well-connected in Somaliland 
and ensured me that this subject of study did not imply any risks. However, 
I should have considered the power balance between me and the assistants 
and the potential risks they faced more carefully. 

In both Somaliland and Liberia, I relied on several people, so each one 
of them did not spend a lot of time assisting me. Moreover, several helped 
me with interviews as part of their job in different government institutions. 
I financially compensated those who devoted more time to help me and 
made sure that they did not have to privately cover any expenses connected 
to these studies. Yet, taking into account the critique presented above, I 
should probably have developed an even more thought through method to 
credit and compensate those who assisted me. 

For all three studies, I did a thorough risk assessment, including how 
sensitive this subject is and if it put participants at risk. To discuss return-
ees from the diaspora in politics or government did not seem to be partic-
ularly sensitive since it is repeatedly discussed at both official political 
meetings and in the media. This also corresponded to what my domestic 
contacts and respondents in interviews told me. Moreover, during elite in-
terviews, respondents were also more informed than I was about both the 
security situation and the possible sensitivity of the subject. 

While collecting data for the Somaliland essay, I became aware how 
safety issues, and especially one’s sense of safety, when carrying out field 
studies have gained remarkably little attention in qualitative research 
(some notable exceptions are Felbaba Brown 2014; Goldstein 2014 and 
Grimm et al. 2020). This is problematic since it often influences the design 
as well as the result of a study even though researchers might not want to 
recognize this. It is challenging to carry out a qualitative study in any set-
ting, but even more so in places where there are obvious threats towards 
the researchers and/or participants. Moreover, common problems conduct-
ing field studies are often deepened when both the researcher and national 
population feel insecure and fear violence or government reprisals. 

However, what struck me in Somaliland was how potential contextual 
threats may affect both the researcher and the study. I learned how difficult 
it may be to assess one’s safety in general and how torn one may be be-
tween recognizing feelings of unsafety and other aspects of being a junior 
researcher. To know all factual circumstances is often difficult, if not im-
possible, and even more difficult in a place with limited information and 
media coverage and where one does not speak the language. 
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The Swedish Foreign Ministry advises against travelling to any parts of 
Somalia, including Somaliland. During my first travel, the Swedish gov-
ernment recommended that Swedish citizens in Somaliland, including 
Hargeisa, leave. However, after consulting with diaspora in Sweden and 
researchers who have been in Somaliland, I was informed that travelling 
there did not imply more of a security risk than going to many other more 
well-visited places. I was repeatedly told that Hargeisa is among the safest 
cities in Africa. 

This also corresponds to my experience that threats towards my per-
sonal security, such as the risk of getting robbed or getting caught in vio-
lent clashes, was lower in Hargeisa than in many other places I have vis-
ited. 42 For example, in Hargeisa, moneychangers leave piles of cash on the 
streets in the centre of the city without any weapons or guards. Moreover, 
the city has been practically free of armed violence since the peace process 
began, and the risk for clans taking up arms and conflict is considered 
low.43 

Although research brokers often are put in a more vulnerable position 
than researchers themselves (Eriksson Baaz and Utas 2019), I believe that 
it is important to recognize that one’s sense of safety likely places limits 
on a study. For me, this combined with other practical circumstances lead 
to the decision to limit interviews to Hargeisa. This is where a large ma-
jority of the pool of respondents reside. However, from the beginning, I 
considered including respondents from other cities and even to compare 
Somaliland and Puntland. Once in the field, I realized that this was not a 
sustainable option. I realized my own limitations, but this also made me 
even more confident in not putting any participant in the study at risk. 

One of the benefits of this experience is that this made me very aware 
of security issues, so I constantly assessed the risks my research assistants, 
my respondents, and myself could encounter. It may have made me exag-
gerate some risks, but I consider this preferable to being over-confident. 
Reflecting on such issues might also help researchers better recognize their 
own misconceptions and their own position in a different setting. Despite 
efforts to avoid it, it became clear that I came to Somaliland with many 
                        
42 However, the Easternmost parts of Somaliland has experiences violence due to an ongo-
ing conflict with Puntland (Menkhaus 2015). 
43 However, the risk of terrorist attacks, especially from al-Shabab, is still present. The 
latest attack was in 2008, when 30 people were killed by five car bombs in Hargeisa and 
Puntland. Despite being assured by various contacts that Hargeisa is safe, during my first 
trip I was repeatedly told that “Al-shabaab will strike there sooner or later, everyone knows 
that. I would never go there”, about the hotel I stayed at. The day I arrived to Hargeisa also 
coincided with the horrific attack by al-Shabab in North-eastern Kenya killing 147 students 
at the Garissa Univeristy (BBC 2015), making this a frequently discussed topic. 
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misconceptions and had been influenced by the narrative often told in me-
dia. To realize this helped me scrutinize myself so these notions would not 
influence my research. 

Importantly, my experience was very different during my second visit 
to Hargeisa. At this point, I was much more familiar with Somaliland and 
had time to reflect on my first experience. This made me feel considerably 
safer even though the factual circumstances had not changed. The second 
time around I also had a much more extensive network in Hargeisa and 
had people to confide in. This also meant that I had someone to reach out 
to if I needed assistance. This experience gave me a deeper appreciation 
of conducting a pilot study when possible, for reasons I had not fully un-
derstood previously. It is important not only to get a sense of the accessible 
data, but also to better assess feasible methods from a security perspective. 
Moreover, a pilot study gives the researcher the opportunity to reflect over 
his or her own position. 

In essay II, I did a similar risk assessment as conducted for Somaliland. 
Information about the Liberian situation is much more accessible and Swe-
den has an embassy in Monrovia, where I got assistance and information. 
Therefore, I felt that I had a better grasp of the situation in Monrovia at the 
point of my first visit compared to what I had in Somaliland. 

Following up on the discussion about potential risks from my experi-
ence in Hargeisa, risk assessments also have a connected gendered dimen-
sion, which forced me to postpone and adjust my initial research plan. Be-
tween conducting my study in Somaliland and the first study in Liberia, I 
had become pregnant. Although being a very welcomed addition in my 
personal life, this created obstacles for my planned research in Liberia. It 
has been shown how having children often negatively affects women’s 
careers in academia (Kyvik and Teigen 1996; Hunter and Leahey 2010). 
However, it is seldom discussed how childbearing and having small chil-
dren restricts researchers doing field work in settings where one might be 
hesitant to go during pregnancy or with infants. 

A combination of lack of access to high quality health care, insurance 
issues, and physical restrictions connected to the pregnancy made it im-
possible to conduct my first study in Liberia during the course of the preg-
nancy. This was challenging since I could not move the research project 
forward without collecting data from the field. I also realized that even 
after my daughter was born, I could not go to Liberia for as long as I had 
initially planned since I was hesitant to bring her with me. 

This forced me to plan my time in Liberia in much more detail. Ideally, 
I believe that it is best to plan a maximum two interviews per day in the 
field and leave plenty of room to transcribe, prepare for interviews, and 
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process what has been said in interviews. Due to the limited amount of 
time I had in Liberia, this was not realistic for this study. I often had four 
interviews in one day, in different locations, sometimes as far away as 
Gbarnga (a three-hour drive from Monrovia). This led to really long work-
ing days, often ranging from 4 am to 8 pm. 

The time limit was not ideal. But it was what the circumstances allowed 
me to do. Since I knew this well in advance, I also had plenty of time to 
prepare. I reached out to scholars who have written about Liberian politics 
both in Sweden and abroad. I also established contacts at the Swedish em-
bassy in Monrovia and with several Liberian researchers. In addition to 
reading everything I could access about Liberian history and politics, I 
also read about potential respondents to be prepared if I succeeded to get 
an interview with them. I also closely followed Liberian news and held 
Skype interviews with researchers and other contacts in Liberia to be as 
informed as possible before the fieldwork. 

For many research topics, this would still not have been a useful way 
to carry out a study. It might take considerable time to understand the con-
text, to get a way in to communities of interest, or to build rapport with 
respondents. But due to the nature of my research question and my interest 
in the accounts of elites, this approach, despite its disadvantages, proved 
to be fruitful. Since potential respondents were elites who often had con-
tact information online, I contacted several potential respondents myself 
before I arrived in Monrovia. I also had invaluable assistance from con-
tacts in Liberia to arrange interviews and to obtain information about po-
tential respondents. 

For the survey experiment, the safety assessment was slightly different. 
Compared to the two previous elite studies, respondents in this study were 
mainly non-elite citizens. Moreover, when carrying out this study, I did 
not interact with respondents myself, but the enumerators played a much 
larger role. In addition to going through dual ethical approvals (in Sweden 
and in Liberia), the research team and I carefully went through the initial 
information and statement of consent presented to respondents in the sur-
vey interviews. 

An additional risk that occurred was the political situation, which be-
came more sensitive in Monrovia right before the survey was imple-
mented. The survey was conducted in mid-May 2019; on June 7, large 
protests were planned in Monrovia. Obviously, I had to consider and as-
sess the risks, which I did in consultation with the domestic research team. 
The issue of the study was not closely connected to the protests and at the 
time of the survey there was no political unrest in Monrovia. However, 
this increased the importance that the vignette presented in the survey did 
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not too closely resemble the real political actors and that enumerators 
could clearly present themselves and the purpose of the study. Indeed, I 
also had to carefully monitor the situation from day to day. 

The risk for me and for respondents answering the survey was assessed 
to be rather low, rather, the enumerators were at greatest risk. They were 
going to different areas in Monrovia with varying socio-economic status 
and were sometimes entering people’s homes. Some of the areas included 
are known for being more unsafe and enumerators were carrying tablets, 
which might be considered valuable. For these reasons, issues of security 
were carefully discussed at the training session with the enumerators. They 
were, for example, informed that they should not carry out any interviews 
after dark, should always work in teams reporting to each other, and al-
ways leave if they felt that the situation was unsafe. This was also one of 
the main reasons that I contracted a well-established research firm familiar 
with carrying out research in all areas of Monrovia and which has an ex-
isting security protocol. The domestic research coordinator reported to me 
daily and no incidents were reported during the study. 

Earlier, I presented how I experienced some problems during elite in-
terviews in Somaliland, where respondents did not fully listen to my ques-
tions and engaged in long monologues. Such problems are not unfamiliar 
for most field researchers, and it demonstrates the importance of trying to 
predict and understand social relations in the field. To have an understand-
ing of how one is ‘positioned in the social world’ (Gouldner 1970, p. 489) 
is essential to carrying out successful fieldwork. During interviews, re-
searchers’ and respondents’ identities are embedded in power structures 
(MacLean 2013). These power structures should be recognized by the re-
searcher, both for ethical reasons and for understanding how answers 
might be biased. 

Before going to Somaliland and Liberia, I tried to anticipate how people 
would perceive me as a young female researcher from Sweden. While in 
the field, I had to continue to develop my understanding of how the rela-
tionship between the interviewees and myself was entangled with systems 
of social power based on factors such as gender, class, ethnicity, and age. 
The social hierarchies are not always easy to detect. 

While there are some who point out that female researchers can encoun-
ter specific problems due to their gender when doing field studies in con-
texts with high levels of gender inequality (Felbaba Brown 2014, p. 11), I 
did not experience any obvious barriers connected to my gender during 
my research. It was obvious that the elites I met with had higher status 
than myself, which was also reflected in the interviews. But as discussed 
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earlier, this was probably more connected to my age and their elite position 
than my gender. 

In Somaliland, respondents often wanted to tell the outside world about 
their situation and, of course, to get recognition. This affected how people 
engaged with me, since I was seen as a tool to get closer to these aims. I 
tend to agree with Schwedler (2006): female researchers from the Global 
South are often seen as a ‘third gender’ when conducting field research. 
This can in itself be challenging since one’s privileged position over local 
women may become obvious (this should, however, be true for both male 
and female researchers), but it enables female researchers to conduct re-
search in contexts with great gender inequalities. In Somaliland, my un-
derstanding is that people primarily saw me as a cadaan (white), second-
arily as young, and thirdly as a woman. 

Similarly, in Liberia my status as an outsider was obviously the strong-
est mark of my identity. Also, I interviewed elites, many of who have more 
political and economic power than I do. Yet, Sweden is one of the largest 
providers of aid to Liberia, which probably influenced respondents’ per-
ceptions of me as well as their willingness of taking their time to meet with 
me. Therefore, it was necessary to asses to which extent this could bias 
their answers in the interviews. During the course of interviews, the re-
spondents often offered their opinion of what they believed donors should 
focus on. However, I did not notice that this influenced their answers when 
discussing the topics of interest for these studies. 

For the survey experiment, I did not meet respondents myself, but I had 
to consider the power relation between enumerators and respondents as 
well as the influence of that the survey was conducted by the Uppsala Uni-
versity in Sweden. I had to understand how this risked giving respondents 
certain hopes or impressions, both of the study and their participation. To 
avoid misleading respondents, I and the domestic research team carefully 
worked through how enumerators should present the study and ask for in-
formed consent. During the training session, it was also repeatedly empha-
sized that respondents’ participation should be completely voluntarily and 
that enumerators should point out that respondents could end the survey 
whenever they wanted to. 

The survey also included a question at the end asking who they thought 
was behind the survey. To include this question is relevant since it has 
been shown that respondents participating in surveys in the Global South 
frequently believe that the surveys are backed by the government or other 
political actors (Lupu and Michelitch 2018). The majority of respondents 
(62%) in this survey answered correctly that TKG/Uppsala University 
were behind the survey. Although a large share of the respondents did not 
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pick the right answer, a low number (6%) of respondents replied that the 
government was behind it.44 Since this was a survey experiment with ran-
dom assignment of treatment, misconceptions about who sponsored the 
study do not affect the results of the study. 

However, from an ethical perspective it is worrisome that many re-
spondents do not apprehend who is behind the survey or mistrust the in-
formation given. For this study, respondents were also given a written note 
with information about the study and contact information for me and oth-
ers responsible for the study. This information specified that Uppsala Uni-
versity was the entity principally responsible for the research and that The 
Khana Group was the Liberian partner. Yet, to better assess answers given 
in surveys in general in these contexts, future studies should more thor-
oughly probe the fact that many respondents do not know or are of the 
impression that organizations other than those stated in the information are 
behind surveys. 

Conclusions 
In this thesis, the following research question has been investigated: How 
do the local elites and the wider population perceive returnees in post-war 
governments and what shapes these returnees’ legitimacy? Overall, while 
acknowledging some benefits, local elites in Somaliland and Liberia high-
light challenges connected to returnees’ presence in governments and 
question their legitimacy. These challenges are mirrored in the perceptions 
of the Liberian population, who see returnees as less legitimate in govern-
ment positions than stayees. This thesis shows how notions of capacity, 
democratic norms and practices as well as representation are not only cen-
tral peacebuilding and statebuilding objectives, but that the legitimacy of 
returnees in government is largely shaped by these principles. In this way, 
findings in this thesis are of great relevance for future peace- and 
statebuilding efforts. 
In this introduction, I have explained how the three essays in this thesis 
are connected. Although they largely build on the same body of research, 
they investigate the issue at hand from different angles. I have also pre-
sented how the essays build on each other and how findings from essays I 

                        
44 Of the remaining, the answers were divided as follows: 19 %“do not know”, 6 % “No 
one, 2% “Non-governmental or religious organization”, 2% “International organization or 
another country”, 1% “Other” and less than 1% answered “God”, “Research company/Uni-
versity/Organization”, “Private company”, “Media”, “Political party or politician” respec-
tively. 



 82 

and II are used to develop the hypotheses tested in essay III. Despite the 
fact that these studies have been conducted in different contexts and have 
focused on different populations, the key findings point in similar direc-
tions. Above all, it is demonstrated that in post-war societies the diaspora 
background of ministers are politically important; it is associated with ca-
pacity, norms of good governance, and the role the broker plays represent-
ing both the local population and international donors. Thus, the identity 
of having background in the diaspora has a political meaning and shapes 
the legitimacy of returnees in post-war governments. Furthermore, I show 
how these essays constitute a theoretical contribution to the larger 
statebuilding research field by demonstrating how the use of these con-
cepts (capacity, norms and practices, representativeness) vary between 
contexts and how the aspects of these concepts that hold greatest im-
portance vary depending on the actor. In this way, it increases our under-
standing of how legitimacy operates. 

A central issue in these studies is: Who is considered part of the dias-
pora (i.e., who is a returnee)? The first two studies take on this question 
from an empirical perspective by focusing on how the respondents or 
stayees viewed the diaspora (i.e., returnees). This was done by interpreting 
respondent’s answers and by studying media material and previous re-
search on diaspora (e.g., Ibrahim 2010). Moreover, at the end of the inter-
views, I also asked more specifically who respondents considered to be 
from the diaspora. The responses were similar in both Somaliland and Li-
beria. Although respondents recognized that nationals living in neighbour-
ing countries theoretically should be considered as diaspora, they made it 
clear that these are not the groups that are referred to when discussing this 
issue. In the case of Somaliland, it was also pointed out that diaspora in 
the Gulf States or Asian countries are generally not considered part of the 
diaspora. As explained above, the word for diaspora in Somalia (qurba-
joog) mainly refers to the diaspora from the Global North (Ibrahim 2010, 
p. 9). When discussing solely the presence of diaspora and returnees in 
politics, it was pointed out that in Somaliland these individuals mainly 
come from European countries, whereas in Liberia they mainly come from 
the U.S. This empirical reality is also the main reason why the third essay 
refers to returnees as being recruited from the U.S. 

As emphasized above, I do not claim that diasporas or returnees are 
homogenous groups and perceived in the same way in all contexts. More-
over, returnees are not all seen in the same way by nationals. For returnees, 
their diaspora identity overlaps with their other identities, such as gender, 
ethnicity, and political affiliation. Nevertheless, in Somaliland and Liberia 
there are certain narratives, often negative, about returnees in government 
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at a group level even though there might be examples of individual return-
ees who deviate from this narrative. Thus, findings in these essays show 
how the diaspora identity is politicized and can be used as a political tool 
against returnees in top positions. Therefore, they connect to central ques-
tions within political science such as who has the right to govern, where 
are the boundaries of the nation, and who can act as legitimate represent-
atives of the national population. 

There are some noteworthy limitations to this study in addition to those 
already noted. For example, the study has limited guidance on actual per-
ceptions of returnee officials in large states with limited experience of re-
turnees’ presence. Also, in spite of some theorizing, this study does not 
investigate how returnees are perceived in cases where the diaspora is 
largely part of the losing party in the war. Thus, there are cases where the 
findings from this study do not apply. Therefore, future research should 
investigate how these findings extend to cases of different characteristics 
and different populations and if they hold over time. 

Interestingly, although there are some notable discrepancies, many of 
the arguments articulated about returnees by elites are similar in Liberia 
and Somaliland in essay I and II, a finding also supported by essay III. 
While there are some resemblances across these contexts, these two cases 
also contrast in several important aspects, such as being or not being a 
recognized state, having experienced extensive statebuilding lead by in-
ternational agencies or not, having (ethnically) homogenous or heteroge-
neous diasporas, as well as the role of the diaspora during the war. Thus, 
many aspects raised are likely to extend to a larger universe of cases than 
those studied here, especially to other small post-war states where the 
composition of those in the diaspora does not mirror losing parties in the 
conflict. Resentment towards returnees in politics is likely to be even more 
widespread in places experiencing (unwanted) military interventions, and 
where many returnees are connected to the invading power. Assumptions 
that returnees will attain local legitimacy in such settings, oversee domes-
tic actors trying to secure political power, and exaggerate the perceived 
value of originating from the same physical place. If cabinet legitimacy is 
affected negatively by returnees’ dominance in Liberia, as is shown in es-
say III, this is even more likely in these places where there is widespread 
resentment towards common diaspora countries in general. 

The three essays included in this thesis demonstrate in different ways 
the relevance of notions of capacity, democratic norms, and practices as 
well as by how well they represent the local population in governments. 
Below, I specify how these concepts are central to how we should under-
stand perceptions of diaspora returnees in post-war governments. 
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Capacity 
Locals’ notions of capacity and by extension provision of efficiency and 
development are central in all three essays. 

First, in both Somaliland and Liberia, the elites expressed a need for 
outsiders to supply capacity. The brain drain after the war was central to 
discussions about development and government efficiency. The inter-
views in essays I and II provide prominent examples of returnee ministers 
who were perceived as being extremely skilled and largely successful in 
delivering what was expected of them. In both contexts, elites’ expecta-
tions of capacity revolved around education, working experience, and pol-
itics or government agency experience. However, according to Somaliland 
and Liberian elites, a central component of returnees’ capacities is their 
potential networks abroad, particularly with international agencies and 
foreign governments. The Somaliland respondents claimed that returnees 
were in a considerably better position to lobby foreign governments and 
international organizations for Somaliland’s recognition than stayees. Due 
to Somaliland’s contested status, Somalilanders without foreign passports 
might even have difficulties travelling abroad. Therefore, the role of re-
turnees as external representatives is likely to be of even greater im-
portance in such settings. In Liberia, elites emphasized returnees with ex-
perience from international agencies and the ensuing potential to secure 
vital aid and loans through their networks and experiences from these or-
ganizations.  

Second, in both Somaliland and Liberia, the prominent examples men-
tioned above were commonly used to contrast returnees who were accused 
of not living up to these expectations. Rather, it was argued, returnees were 
in general failing to deliver on these expectations and returnees assumed 
qualifications were questioned in essays I and II. In Somaliland, it was 
pointed out that the wrong and less successful persons in the diaspora were 
returning. Liberian elites emphasized that some returnees might have qual-
ifications from the Global North, but they lacked experience with the do-
mestic system as well as sufficient understanding of domestic circum-
stances to do their jobs well. To come directly from abroad to serve as a 
cabinet minister could harm cabinet efficiency in several ways – e.g., 
through cooperation issues within ministries or committees or in deficient 
policies since policy makers are not up-to-date with the domestic reality. 
This narrative is common, yet it is important to recognize that domestic 
elites also might have personal incentives, such as securing their own po-
sitions by de-emphasizing the skills and contributions of returnees. How-
ever, in essay III, it is demonstrated that the non-elite Liberians also be-
lieve that a cabinet with many returnee ministers are likely to perform 
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worse than a cabinet with mostly locally-recruited ministers. This thesis 
does, however, not investigate to which extent perceptions of returnees in 
governments among citizens in general are formed by perspectives articu-
lated by elites or which other factors influence citizens’ perceptions, a 
topic for future studies to examine further. 

Third, findings from both Somaliland and Liberia indicate how re-
turnee’s legitimacy to be in the cabinet or parliament is highly conditioned 
on expectations from domestic elites that they should provide more effi-
ciency and development than their domestic counterparts due to their as-
sumed qualifications. In both cases, it is claimed that if returnees per-
formed better in terms of development, formulating policies, and dealing 
with corruption, their presence would be less controversial to locals. In 
some cases, legitimacy stemming from efficiency – i.e., output legitimacy 
– might be of greater relevance to evaluations of returnees than to domestic 
actors, since, as is shown in the essays and as discussed below, returnees’ 
legitimacy based on representing the domestic population is restricted. 

Furthermore, this thesis demonstrates how capacity in the eyes of locals 
refers to a wide range of aspects such as education, work, political experi-
ence, social networks abroad, and experience with international agencies 
or governments and is manifested by, for example, providing develop-
ment, securing aid or loans, as well as lobbying for recognition or securing 
attention for domestic affairs abroad. However, capacity also deals with 
particular local knowledge and experiences as well as ability to understand 
local needs. As Hughes notes, both return capacity programs and many 
heads of states turning to the diaspora use a meritocratic argument for their 
recruitment. However, merit in these cases refers only to ‘Western ideas 
of ‘professionalism’ and is not viewed in terms of local knowledge’ (2011, 
p. 1507). Local elites in essays I and II repeatedly noted that diaspora re-
turnees in general lack necessary knowledge of domestic conditions and 
of the domestic system he or she is supposed to work in. Thus, this shows 
how policy makers’ narrow notion of merit often differs to domestic ac-
tors’ understanding of capacity or skills necessary to efficiently run the 
government.  

Norms and practices 
Essays in this thesis have also probed and problematized expectations of 
returnees to bring particular norms and practices from the Global North.  

First, Somaliland elites expected that returnees in government would 
provide good governance and democratic practices due to their experience 
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living in a Western democracy (essay I). Returnees were, however, gener-
ally seen as failing to deliver on this expectation. In Liberia, elites did not 
expect returnees to bring certain norms or practices due to their time 
abroad, rather, as discussed below, returnees were in general seen as more 
likely to be corrupt than their local counterparts (essay II). Both Somali-
land and Liberian elites questioned whether returnees in general could pro-
vide good governance. Evident in both these essays was that misconduct 
(e.g., corruption) by individual returnees was used as an argument to del-
egitimize returnees in the government as a group. 

Second, corruption was central in all three essays, although in different 
ways. In addition, the discussions around corruption among Somaliland 
and Liberian elites differed in some central ways. In Somaliland, disap-
pointment commonly concerned returnees’ inability to dismantle the wide-
spread clan corruption. In Liberia, although not referring to this issue as 
corruption per se, some elites criticized returnees for not being part of the 
neopatrimonial structure and that people in general cannot reach out to 
returnees to get funding or other support the same way as they can with 
stayees. However, these essays do not examine how non-elite populations 
in Somaliland and Liberia view issues of clan corruption or neopatrimonial 
redistribution or how returnees in the government are expected to deal 
with these issues, another important avenue for future research. 

Yet, essay III shows that cabinet with a majority of returnee ministers 
are perceived as more likely to be corrupt than a cabinet with a majority 
of locally-recruited ministers. This is in accordance with elite accounts 
from Liberia presented in essay II. Liberian elites expressed that returnees 
with dual citizenship are inclined to be corrupt due to their connection to 
the diaspora and the great financial burden connected to keeping families 
and homes abroad. This can also be contrasted with accounts from Sierra 
Leone presented earlier, where returnees initially were argued to be less 
likely to be corrupt since they had sufficient resources abroad. In this way, 
as with hopes that returnees would stop clan corruption in Somaliland, re-
turnees’ outsiderness seemed to be considered a potential asset in Sierra 
Leone at that time. However, in the case of Liberia, outsiderness was 
claimed to make returnees more prone toward corruption due to their need 
to support two households – one in Liberia and one in their host country.  

Third, a central theme for all three essays, also connected to corruption, 
was accountability of returnees in government, although in somewhat dif-
ferent ways in the both cases. Dual citizenship was central to elite percep-
tions of returnees in governments in both Somaliland and Liberia, as this 
was seen as enabling returnee ministers to avoid accountability. One im-
portant aspect raised in the case of Somaliland is that returnees might be 
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more reckless since they have a way out if something goes wrong, and the 
consequences of their actions in the government or parliament generally 
do not affect their children and grandchildren since they reside abroad. 
Simply put, they have much less to lose in the long run compared to 
stayees if they, for example, implement poor policies or create conflicts 
within institutions; that is, they will not have to live with the consequences 
of their misdeeds. In Liberia, lacking accountability was mainly connected 
to government officials’ possibility to embezzle government resources and 
flee to a safe haven using a foreign passport. This is also mirrored in essay 
III: non-elite Liberians believed holding a cabinet of mainly returnees ac-
countable was more difficult than holding a cabinet of mainly stayees ac-
countable. 

This thesis thus shows how judgements of corruption and accountabil-
ity with reference to returnees might differ between different cases and 
actors. Notably, these essays do not further examine local meanings of 
corruption and accountability and to which degree neopatriomonialism is 
interpreted negatively or perceived as a form of corruption by citizens in 
general. In addition, these essays do not investigate how these perceptions 
differ between groups in society or with reference to stayee or returnee 
actors. Since corruption of government officials risks delegitimizing the 
political system and its actors (e.g., Seligson 2002; Anderson and Tver-
dova 2003), especially in post-war contexts (Dix, Hussmann, and Walton 
2012), this is a relevant avenue for future studies to examine. 

Representativeness 
In all three essays, the ability of returnees in governments to represent lo-
cal populations were discussed and problematized. Also regarding repre-
sentativeness, there were certain aspects raised which overlap whereas 
others diverge between the different cases and essays. 

First, in both essay I and II, elites critically noted that returnees crowd 
out local actors in the government. This view is explained by one Somali-
land respondent: 

 
It has been almost like a requirement to be from the diaspora to be in pol-
itics. It defines how far you get in politics. If you are diaspora you are most 
likely to succeed (Interview 6, 2015). 

 
Data from Liberia illustrate a similar situation in Liberia, where the cabinet 
and broader government has largely been dominated by diaspora returnees 
and elites are calling for a balance (essay II). Perceptions that returnees 
are dominating the political sphere might be especially sensitive in places 
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recovering from violent conflicts over government power. If returnees 
dominate the cabinet, broader government, and parliament, it means that 
other groups are probably excluded from these institutions. As political 
exclusion is a driving cause for civil war recurrence (Call 2012), this 
should be taken seriously. Since diaspora/stayee identities overlap with 
many other identities, they might not have the same mobilizing power as 
identities associated with ethnicity or religion. However, findings in these 
essays support Chesterman’s warning that diasporas as a new political elite 
might be the root of new political tensions in post-war settings (2004, p. 
8). In both Somaliland and Liberia, the diaspora returnees are perceived as 
an upper class group who generally exclude non-diaspora from political 
power. If other elites as well as the general population feel excluded by 
returnees in the government for long periods, this might have conse-
quences for the legitimacy of the state, and ultimately for statebuilding as 
well as peacebuilding. To examine if this is the case among elites and gen-
eral population, as well as the potential consequences, are also important 
avenues for future research.  

Second, both essay I and II demonstrate how returnees in the govern-
ment are evaluated for their ability to represent the inside of the state (i.e., 
the population or certain parts of the population) or the outside (i.e., for-
eign agencies, companies, or governments). In Liberia, returnees were 
seen as important brokers between the Liberian government and interna-
tional agencies such as the IMF or the World Bank (essay II). The respond-
ents believed the diaspora has a better chance than local actors of demon-
strating to these organizations that Liberia is a competent, reliable partner. 
In this sense, returnees are described as essential representatives of Libe-
ria. As noted above, similar arguments were raised in Somaliland, but with 
the focus of returnees’ ability to lobby for recognition. That is, cabinet 
ministers are seen as national symbols rather than mere technocrats or bu-
reaucrats. Their perceived loyalty and commitment are used as a key ar-
gument when discussing whether to place returnees in these positions. In 
addition to their efficiency, their behaviour and actions are interpreted 
from the perspective of their roles as representatives of the national popu-
lation and the nation. In post-war settings, there might be a great need for 
external acceptance since aid and investments are fundamental for the 
state’s development. But what is shown in these studies is that this might 
come at the cost of representing the domestic population.  

Third, different forms of outsiderness of returnees are highlighted in a 
negative sense by both Somaliland and Liberian elites through arguments 
about returnees’ non-commitment, disloyalty, lack of understanding of lo-
cal circumstances, and lack of integration with the local community. In 
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Somaliland, it was argued that even if it might enable lobbying of foreign 
organizations, the use of foreign passports by returnees in official posi-
tions undermines Somaliland’s struggle for recognition. Returnee minis-
ters’ dual citizenship or close connection to the diaspora country were 
problematized by Liberian elites as well. Besides the issue of accountabil-
ity, returnees’ reference to the U.S. as their “home” and the fact that they 
are keeping homes and families abroad, are interpreted as central signals 
that they are not part of the national community or are committed enough 
to the national development. As is demonstrated in essay III, some of these 
narratives, often articulated by elites or media, seem to have resonance 
among the non-elite population since cabinets with a high share of returnee 
ministers are considered less likely to represent the local population com-
pared to a cabinet with a high share of ministers recruited from within 
Liberia. Importantly, results from this essay also support the idea that the 
returnee’s inability to represent the local population is connected to 
whether their families and homes are abroad or in Liberia. Furthermore, 
Liberian elites claimed that returnees’ close connections abroad severely 
hindered returnees’ understanding of local needs and the local system. 
Therefore, elites questioned the extent the returnees could represent the 
national population. Returnees’ ability to fully act as legitimate represent-
atives of the domestic society and thereby their capacity to provide local 
ownership in the settings investigated in these studies is limited. This con-
tribution is highly relevant from a policy perspective since returnees often 
are seen as a way to ensure local ownership by policy makers. 

As discussed above and since categories overlap, Liberian returnees po-
sition within (or outside of) neopatriomonial networks were also dis-
cussed. In this sense, returnees were seen as representing (and redistrib-
uting to) locals to a much lesser degree than ministers who had stayed in 
Liberia, thereby increasing their perceived outsiderness. The extent to 
which this is negative depends on the lens with which one interprets the 
matter. If heads of states or donors aim at breaking neo-patrimonial or the 
Big Men network practices, returnees’ potential position outside of these 
structures might be seen as partly beneficial to these actors. There might, 
however, be a risk, which is not investigated in this study, that returnees 
also function as patrons or Big Men with their clients or networks located 
in the diaspora rather than in the state. If so, their positions might be even 
more problematic since this means that state resources might be redistrib-
uted outside the state or their policies cater to those living outside the coun-
try. Thus, returnee government officials are likely to create or be part of 
networks that often differ from the stayees’ networks. Which network 
gains access to state resources depends on who wins the presidential or 
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parliamentary elections. This points to the struggle between different kinds 
of networks, where some seem to be more integrated locally and others 
more located abroad or at least less evident. Therefore, future studies 
should examine these networks, possibly through network analysis, to re-
veal how different (or similar) the returnees’ networks are to the stayees’ 
networks. 

Fourth, several contextual aspects might influence the relationship be-
tween nationals and the diaspora. For example, in post-war states with lim-
ited experience of returnees in government or politics, the returnee identity 
might be less significant to nationals since returnees as a group do not 
threaten the political power of national actors. However, findings in this 
thesis are important for cases that have not yet experienced high presence 
of returnees but might do so in the future. Given that Liberia is a paradig-
matic case, it shows that there is a considerable risk that when returnees 
are perceived as excluding national actors from positions of power or 
when the national population feels alienated from returnees in power, the 
outsiderness of returnees is likely to be articulated and used against them. 
Similarly, since this is problematized in a favourable case of diaspora le-
gitimacy as Somaliland, this risk is even greater in contexts where the di-
aspora is seen as holding less moral authority to take part in the govern-
ment, for example, in cases where the diaspora’s role during the war is 
questioned or where the ethnic, religious, or political composition of those 
in the diaspora do not mirror the national population or elites. 

As is demonstrated here, this thesis shows how, and how well, returnees 
represent is multifaceted. Different forms of representation might be con-
tradictory such as local populations believing returnees can represent the 
country to international agencies while also believing they might not un-
derstand local needs. These contradictory beliefs both negatively and pos-
itively influence the legitimacy of returnees in governments. 

***  

As I demonstrate in the three preceding sections, this thesis shows how 
notions of capacity, norms, and practices as well as representation are cen-
tral to perceptions of diaspora returnees in the government and in different 
ways shape their legitimacy.  

Essays I and II also indicate that the elites’ perceptions of the returnees’ 
role in statebuilding seemed to become more negative as time passed from 
the end of wars. For example, in both Somaliland and Liberia, domestic 
elites believed after the end of the wars the returnees’ capabilities were 
needed as the countries did not have qualified people to run the country. 
Therefore, the elites rarely questioned why returnees were living in the 
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diaspora since the situation on the ground was not stable. Therefore, to live 
abroad at this time was perhaps not considered as a sign of disloyalty as it 
might be at a later time. In Somaliland and Liberia, domestic elites even-
tually had bad experiences with returnees in government partly because of 
the returnees’ exclusion of domestic actors and partly because of their dis-
satisfaction with the state’s development as well as the belief that returnees 
were corrupt or disloyal.  

These three essays show that returnees in the government are treated as 
an important and distinct category or identity from homegrown actors. In 
this way, actions by one or several members of this group are used to make 
arguments about the group in a more general sense, as a kind of symbolic 
representation (Pitkin 1972). However, it is beyond the scope of this thesis 
to study how returnee ministers and MPs actually perform in terms of, for 
example, efficiency or corruption, but this is an important path of inquiry 
for future studies. 

These essays, in particular results in essay III, also provide insights for 
those interested in institutional legitimacy more generally. It adds to stud-
ies from the Global North (e.g., Sherer and Curry 2009; Arnesen and Pe-
ters 2017; Clayton, O’Brien and Piscopo 2018) that have investigated the 
relationship between identities of members of an institution and the legit-
imacy of that institution. Few studies have previously looked at this in 
contexts in the Global South or focused on the cabinet nor have they in-
vestigated the link between diaspora identity of officials and institutional 
legitimacy. In essay III, I reveal a significant relationship between dias-
pora identities (i.e., being recruited from abroad) of ministers and a num-
ber of variables capturing cabinet legitimacy. To which extent this extends 
to other forms of identities and other contexts is an important path for fu-
ture studies of institutional legitimacy, especially in sub-Saharan African 
or post-war contexts. 

Although essay III shows how a returnee cabinet is rated differently 
(and worse) than a stayee cabinet when it comes to aspects such as deliv-
ering development, being corrupt, being held accountable, and represent-
ing the local population, due to the method deployed it does not investigate 
different arguments around returnees in governments as is done in essays 
I and II. Therefore, an additional important avenue for future research is 
to qualitatively dig deeper into how local non-elite populations perceive 
these aspects and to which degree they value a government official’s close 
connections with donors or foreign governments. 

The influence of diaspora returnees in post-war settings is likely to per-
sist. Regrettably, armed conflicts continue to cause people to leave their 
countries of origin at the same time as the world is getting more and more 
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globalized. This study does not take a normative stance or argue that there 
is no need for skilled returnees. Rather, in many post-war settings qualified 
returnees might be essential (Turner 2008). In such settings, transfer of 
capacity is necessary to build sustainable state institutions. However, this 
thesis demonstrates that while these recruitments might be necessary, there 
are no silver bullets. Instead, they illustrate a difficult trade-off between 
different important objectives of peacebuilding and statebuilding. View-
ing returnees as ideal interlocutors between the international and the do-
mestic seldom holds true in post-war governments. While potentially 
providing skills and networks abroad, in the eyes of the domestic popula-
tion, returnees are limited in their ability to translate these skills to the 
domestic context as well as provide local legitimacy, good governance, or 
democratic norms. Additionally, this thesis has pointed to the short-com-
ings of post-war states’ ability to hold returnee government officials ac-
countable as well as the importance of finding ways to do so. To hold gov-
ernment officials accountable overall might be difficult in these (as well 
as other) contexts, however, dual citizenship provides an additional prac-
tical barrier. Thus, returnee government officials with dual citizenship are 
inherently especially difficult to hold accountable, which should be in-
cluded in the equation when such recruitments take place. 

The discussion in this concluding section mainly addresses returnees 
recruited from abroad or who keep an essential part of their life abroad – 
such as a home or their family. To keep homes and families abroad gener-
ally signal that these returnees possess dual citizenship and these are gen-
erally the group of returnees the respondents in Somaliland and Liberia 
referenced. Although this distinction is not always clear in my three es-
says, reference is also made to returnees who have returned long before 
being recruited and it is pointed out that those belonging to this group are 
perceived as considerably less problematic. This is also supported by find-
ings in essay III, which shows that the negative effect on legitimacy of 
returnees’ presence in cabinets are attenuated if returnees signal they are 
giving up their dual citizenship or their life abroad. 

Thus, as is demonstrated in essay III, there might be ways for returnees 
to increase their insiderness or perceived commitment, such as giving up 
close ties to their host country by bringing their family back or giving up 
their home abroad. These sacrifices might be too costly to make for many 
highly skilled returnees and this can be out of their hands, since spouses 
or children might not want to move. However, it is important for national 
heads of states, donors, and returnees to understand how this is interpreted 
by domestic elites and populations. There can also be other more limited 
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and less demanding ways through which returnees can signal their com-
mitment, for example, by being present or being further engaged in differ-
ent domestic initiatives and with the domestic population. 

Moreover, donors, scholars, and heads of states must recognize how the 
technocratic turn within peacebuilding and statebuilding in combination 
with an over-reliance on the benefits of a diaspora experience risks over-
emphasizing the relevance of returnee’s competence compared to other 
forms or domestic knowledge. “Technocrat missionaries” are far from 
neutral or from being de-politicized, but they embody politics in several 
ways since they exclude other domestic actors by taking a job in govern-
ment and their presence manifests the norms and qualifications highly val-
ued by donors and heads of states. While recognizing the importance of a 
meritocratic base for recruitment, I believe it is essential to open up the 
meaning of merit in these contexts and to understand what form of biases 
and exclusions a narrow focus only on Western qualifications implies. 

In sum, this thesis addresses the question how national elites and the 
wider population perceive returnees in post-war government. It shows how 
the capacity, norms, and representativeness ascribed to such diaspora re-
turnees shape the legitimacy of these actors as well as the government. It 
gives guidance to how we can better understand the division between in-
siders and outsiders as well as the foundation of local legitimacy in post-
war contexts. It also helps us understand elite relations as well as the rela-
tionship between returnees and stayees in these settings. It provides indi-
cations of how returnees may contribute to the emergence of a new class 
system and gives insights into how post-war settings are divided and 
which sections of society benefit from different appointments. It also en-
hances our understanding of the relationship between the legitimacy of a 
member of an institution and the institution as a whole. In addition, it pro-
vides rare first-hand data about cabinet ministers and public perceptions 
of them in sub-Saharan Africa. Therefore, this study provides important 
insights into several research fields, but these are also of relevance for 
heads of states and practitioners engaged in statebuilding. 
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Appendix 
Examples of post-war cabinets in sub-Saharan Africa in 2016:  
Liberia, Sierra Leone and Rwanda. 
 
The tables below are meant to provide brief examples of the compositions 
of cabinets in these three cases. It should be noted that it is generally dif-
ficult and highly time consuming to find bibliographical information about 
cabinet ministers in these cases. Therefore, this information below comes 
from a myriad of sources such as news articles, official webpages of gov-
ernments and ministries, LinkedIn, scholarly articles and other literature 
such as Johnson Sirleafs memoir “This child will be great” (2009). As far 
as possible I have tried to control all information to different sources.  
Table 1. Liberian cabinet 2016 

Name Position Year Expe-
rience 
abroad 

Gen
der 

Born Educa-
tion 

Profession 

Ellen 
Johnson 
Sirleaf 

Presi-
dent 

2006-
2016 

Stud-
ied, 
worked 
and 
lived in 
the 
U.S. 
for 
many 
years. 

Fe-
mal
e 

Mon-
rovia 

Bachelor 
from 
Madision 
Business 
College, 
Wiscon-
sin. Mas-
ters de-
gree from 
Harvard 
Univer-
sity. 

Politician, 
economist. 
Worked for 
the World 
Bank, Citi-
zensbank, 
UN etc. 

Joseph 
Boakai 

Vice 
Presi-
dent 

2006-
2016 

Studied 
and 
lived in 
Sierra 
Leone. 
Studied 
in the 
U.S. in 
the 
1970s. 

Mal
e 

Lofa 
Coun
ty 

Bachelor 
from Col-
lege of 
West Af-
rica, Libe-
ria. De-
gree from 
Kansas 
State Uni-
versity.  

Agricultur-
ist, busi-
nessman. 

Augus-
tine 
Kpehe  
Ngafuan  

Minister 
of For-
eign Af-
fairs 

2012-
2015 
(Oc-
tober 
2015) 

Studied 
in the 
U.S. 
while 
work-
ing in 
Liberia. 

Mal
e 

Mon-
rovia 

Masters 
degree 
from 
Rochester 
Univer-
sity.  Cer-
tificate 

Finance. 
Worked at 
Central 
Bank of Li-
beria. 
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from Har-
vard Uni-
versity.  

Edward  
Jr. 
Mclain 

Minister 
of State 
for Pres-
idental 
Affairs 

2008-
2016 
(de-
cease
d in 
Au-
gust 
2016)
. 

Studied 
in 
France. 
Worke
d in 
Cote 
d’Ivoir
e. Wife 
lives in 
At-
lanta, 
Geor-
gia. 

Mal
e 

Mon-
rovia 

College of 
West Af-
rica. Cut-
tington 
College. 
Doctor of 
Psychiatry 
University 
of Besan-
çon, 
France. 

Psychiatrist 

Amara 
Mo-
hamed 
Konneh 

Minister 
of Fi-
nance 

2012-
2016 

Lived 
in the 
U.S. 
for 
many 
years. 
Also 
worked 
in 
Guinea. 

Mal
e 

Gba
mah 
Dis-
trict, 
Gbar-
polu 
Coun
ty 

Masters 
degree. 
Studied at 
Drexel, 
Penn state 
and Har-
vard Uni-
versity. 

Economist 

Benedict 
Sannoh 

Minister 
of Jus-
tice 

2014-
2016 

Lived 
in the 
U.S. 
for 
many 
years. 

Mal
e 

Bomi
e, 
Gran
d 
Cape 
Mou
nt 
Coun
ty 

Masters 
degree. 
Studied at 
Columbia 
University 
Law 
School of 
New 
York. 

Lawyer. 
2003-2010 
UN mis-
sions in Su-
dan and Si-
erra Leone. 
He was a 
managing 
partner at 
the Liberia 
Law Ser-
vices of 
Washing-
ton, DC, 
from Au-
gust 2010 - 
2011 

Brownie 
J. Samu-
kai 

Minister 
of Na-
tional 
Defense 

2006-
2016 

East 
Timor, 
Tanza-
nia 

Mal
e 

Lofa 
count
y 

Bachelors 
degree. 

Military. 
From 1999 
to 
c.2004/05 
he served 
as a secu-
rity officer 
with the 
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UN, ini-
tially with 
UNTAET 
in East Ti-
mor, and 
then from 
2000 with 
UNHCR 
and the UN 
Department 
of Safety 
and Secu-
rity in Tan-
zania. 

George 
Werner 

Minister 
of Edu-
cation 

2015-
2016 

Studied 
and 
Lived 
in the 
U.S. 
for sev-
eral 
years. 

Mal
e 

Gran
d 
Cess, 
Gran
d Kru 
Coun
ty 

Masters 
degree. 
Studied at 
University 
of Penn-
sylvania 
and at St. 
Joseph 
University 
in Phila-
delphia. 
Studied a 
shorter 
amount of 
time at 
University 
of South 
Africa 
(UNISA), 
Pretoria. 

Public serv-
ant. Previ-
ously the 
Director-
General of 
the Civil 
Service 
Agency and 
Chair of the 
Govern-
ment of Li-
beria’s In-
ter-ministe-
rial Schol-
arships 
Committee. 

Freder-
ick 
Norkeh 

Minister 
of Posts 
and Tel-
ecom-
munica-
tions 

2010-
2016 

Lived 
in the 
U.S. 
for 
many  
(proba-
ble 
20+) 
years.  

Mal
e 

- PhD. Doc-
torate De-
gree from 
Hamline 
Univer-
sity, St. 
Paul, Min-
nesota in 
Public 
Admin-
istration in 
2006. 

- 

William 
Gyude 
Moore 

Minister 
of Pub-
lic 
Works 

2015-
2016 

Lived 
in the 
U.S. 
for 
many 
years. 

Mal
e 

Mar-
y-
land, 
Libe-
ria. 

Masters 
degree. 
Studied at 
Berea 
College. 
Kentucky 

Public serv-
ant. Was 
Deputy 
Chief of 
Staff/Head 
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Also 
lived in 
refugee 
camp 
in Côte 
d’Ivoir
e. 

and 
Georgeto
wn Uni-
versity. 

of the Pro-
gram De-
livery Unit 
in the Ex-
ecutive Of-
fice of the 
President. 

Moses 
M.  Zin-
nah 

Minister 
of Agri-
culture 

2015-
2016 

Stud-
ied, 
worked 
and 
lived in 
the 
U.S. 
for sev-
eral 
years. 

Mal
e 

- PhD from 
University 
of Wis-
consin-
Madison. 

Has worked  
as a lec-
turer in for 
example 
University 
of Wiscon-
sin-Madi-
son, Uni-
versity of 
Cape Coast 
and 
Kwadaso 
Agriculture 
College in 
Ghana. 

Bernice 
Dahn 

Minister 
of 
Health 
and So-
cial 
Welfare 

2015-
2016 

Studied 
in the 
U.S. 
for one 
year. 

Fe-
mal
e 

Mar-
y-
land, 
Libe-
ria.  

Medical 
doctor.  
Master’s 
of Public 
Health 
from the 
University 
of Wash-
ington. 

Medical 
doctor. 
Worked for 
University 
of Liberia. 

Lewis G. 
Brown 

Minister 
of Infor-
mation, 
Culture, 
and 
Tourism 

2012-
2016 

- Mal
e 

- Studied at 
Univeristy 
of Liberia, 
unknown 
degree. 

Served as 
Foreign 
Minister of 
Liberia un-
der Charles 
Taylor. 
Former 
NPFL rebel 

Patrick 
Sendolo 

Minister 
of 
Lands, 
Mines, 
and En-
ergy 

2012-
2016 

Lived 
in the 
U.S. 
for 
many 
years. 

Mal
e 

- Holds a 
Juris Doc-
tor (J.D.), 
honors, 
from the 
University 
of Geor-
gia. 

Attorney. 
Worked at 
a lawfirm 
in Florida,  
before join-
ing the Li-
berian gov-
ernment in 
2008. 

Axel 
Marcel 
Addy 

Minister 
of Com-
merce 

2013-
2016 

Studied 
in the 
U.S. 
for 

Mal
e 

- Masters of 
Arts from 
the Uni-
versity of 

Been dep-
uty minister 
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and In-
dustry 

around 
4 years. 

California, 
Los Ange-
les 
(UCLA) 
and a BA 
from Cali-
fornia 
State Uni-
versity, 
Long 
Beach 
(CSULB). 

for com-
merce and 
industry. 

Julia 
Duncan-
Cassell 

Minister 
of Gen-
der, 
Children 
and So-
cial Pro-
tection 

2012-
2016 

Lived 
in the 
U.S. 
for 
many  
(around 
20) 
years. 

Fe-
mal
e 

- Bachelors 
degree 
from Uni-
versity of 
Phoenix. 

Been Presi-
dent of the 
Liberian 
Unity 
Party’s Cal-
ifornia 
branch and 
of the 
North Cali-
fornia 
branch of 
the Libe-
rian Com-
munity As-
sociation. 
Was Super-
intendent of 
Grand 
Bassa 
County for 
six consec-
utive years. 

Neto 
Zarzar 
Lighe 

Minister 
of Labor 

2014-
2016 

- Mal
e 

- - - 

Eugene 
Nagbe 

Minister 
of 
Youth 
and 
Sport 

2013-
2016 

None 
known. 

Mal
e 

Mar-
y-
land, 
Libe-
ria. 

Bachelor 
from Uni-
versity of 
Liberia. 

Been min-
ister several 
times. 
Worked un-
der Charles 
Taylor. 
Was Secre-
tary general 
for CDC 
until 2011. 

Angela 
Cassell 
Bush 

Minister 
of 
Transpo
rt 

2014-
2016 

Have 
studied 
in 
France 

Fe-
mal
e 

- Bachelor 
from the 
Schiller 
Interna-
tional 

Been Dep-
uty Minis-
ter for Ex-
penditure 
and Debt 
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and the 
U.S. 

Univer-
sity, Paris; 
two Mas-
ters from 
the 
Goldey 
Beacom 
College, 
Wilming-
ton, Dela-
ware. 

Manage-
ment. 

 

Table 2. Sierra Leone cabinet 2016 
Name Posi-

tion 
Year Experi-

ence 
abroad 

Gen
der 

Born  Educa-
tion 

Profession 

Ernest 
Bai 
Koroma 

Presi-
dent 

2007
-
2016 

No 
known 
diaspora 
experi-
ence, 
wife and 
daugh-
ters 
have 
studied 
in the 
UK. 

Male Make
li, 
Bom-
bali 
Dis-
trict 

Bachelor 
degree. 
Graduated 
in 1976 
from Fou-
rah Bay 
College, 
University 
of Sierra 
Leone.  

Insurance 
broker. 
Worked at 
Sierra Le-
one Na-
tional In-
surance 
Company 
in 1978. 

Ambas-
sador 
Victor 
Bockarie 
Foh  

Vice 
Presi-
dent 

2015
-
2016 

Been 
Ambas-
sador in 
China. 

Male Bo 
dis-
trict 

Fourah 
Bay Col-
lege 

Diplomat, 
politician 

Samura 
Mathew 
Kamara 

Minis-
ter of 
For-
eign 
Affairs 
and In-
terna-
tional 
coop-
eration 

2012
-
2016 

Studied 
in 
Wales 
for 
many 
years. 
Worked 
for the 
World 
Bank in 
Wash-
ington 
DC. 

Male Bom-
bali 
dis-
trict 

Bachelor 
degree 
from Fou-
rah Bay 
College. 
Master 
and PhD 
from Uni-
versity 
College of 
North 
Wales. 

Economist 

Kaifala 
Marah 

Minis-
ter of 
Fi-
nance 

2012
-
2016 

Lived 
abroad 
for sev-
eral 

Male Kono 
dis-
trict 

Bachelor 
degree 
from Fou-
rah Bay 

Account-
ant. 
Worked as 
legislative 
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years. 
Studied 
and 
worked 
in the 
U.S. 
Was re-
cruited 
when he 
worked 
for the 
Com-
mon-
wealth 
office in 
London. 

College. 
Masters 
degree 
from State 
University 
of New 
York and 
PhD from 
Hull uni-
versity. 

aide for 
U.S. Sen-
ate. 
Worked in 
common 
wealth of-
fice in the 
UK. 

Franklyn 
Bai   
Kargbo 

Attor-
ney 
Gen-
eral 
and 
Minis-
ter of 
Justice 

2010
-
2016 

Proba-
bly 
studied 
in the 
UK and 
lived in 
Gambia, 
Ethiopia 
and Eri-
trea for 
a while. 

Male Bom-
bali 
dis-
trict 

- Lawyer 

Alpha 
Kanu 

Minis-
ter of 
Infor-
mation 
and 
Com-
muni-
cation 

2013
-
2016 

Studied 
in the 
UK. 

Male Port 
Loco 
dis-
trict 

Studied at 
St Francis 
secondary 
School 
and Fou-
rah Bay 
College. 
MPhil 
from Uni-
versity of 
Notting-
ham. 

Mining en-
gineer. 
APC’s offi-
cial spokes-
person. 

 Minkailu 
Man-
saray 

Minis-
ter of 
Mines 
and 
Min-
eral 
Re-
source
s 

2010
-
2016 

Studied 
in Gam-
bia. No 
further 
infor-
mation 
found. 

Male - - - 

Usman 
Boie 
Kamara 

Minis-
ter of 
Trade 

2013
-
2016 

Studied 
and 
lived in 
the UK 

Male Free-
town 

Prince of 
Wales 
Secondary 
school in 

Ran for 
president in 
2012 elec-
tion. 
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and In-
dustry 

for sev-
eral 
years. 

Freetown. 
Imperial 
College of 
Science, 
Technol-
ogy and 
Medicine 
in Lon-
don. 

Henry 
Olufumi 
Ma-
cauley 

Minis-
ter of 
Energy 

2014
-
2016 

Lived in 
Den-
mark, 
France, 
the 
U.S., 
Nigeria. 

Male Free-
town 

- Business 
man. 
Worked for 
oil compa-
nies in 
France and 
the U.S. 
Was high 
commis-
sioner to 
Nigeria 
2008- 
2014. 

Abu Ba-
karr 
Fofanah 

Minis-
ter of 
Health 
and 
Sanita-
tion 

2014
-
2016 

Lived in 
the UK 
for 
many 
years. 
Studied 
in Ger-
many. 

Male - Bachelors 
and Mas-
ters de-
gree from 
College of 
Medicine 
and Allied 
Health 
Science. 
Advanced 
diploma 
from Insi-
tute of 
Tropical 
Medicine 
in Berlin.  

Physician 
(Licensed 
to practice 
medicine in 
the UK and 
Sierra Le-
one). 

Musa Ta-
rawally 

Minis-
ter of 
Lands 
and 
Coun-
try 
Plan-
ning 

2013
-
2016 

- Male Mo-
yamb
a 

- - 

Leonard 
Balogun 
Koroma 
 
 
 

Minis-
ter of 
Trans-
porta-
tion 
and 

2013
-
2016 

Lived in 
the UK 
and U.S. 
for 
many 
years 

Male Free-
town 

- Politi-
cian/public 
servant. 
Worked for 
example to 
set up APC 
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Avia-
tion 

(after 
the coup 
in 
1992). 

chapter in 
New Jer-
sey. 

Minkailu 
Bah 

Minis-
ter of 
Educa-
tion 

2007
-
2016 

- Male Tonk
olili 
dis-
trict 

- Was acting 
head of 
Electrical 
and Elec-
tronics de-
partment 
Fourah Bay 
College 
University 

Alfred 
Paolo 
Conteh 

Minis-
ter of 
De-
fense 

2007
-
2016 

Lived in 
the UK 
for 
many 
years in 
the 
1980s 
and 
1990s.  

Male Freet-
won 

Masters 
degree.  

Major. At-
torney. 

Moijueh 
Kaikai 

Minis-
ter of 
Social 
Wel-
fare, 
Gender 
and 
Chil-
dren's 
Affairs 

2013
-
2016 

None 
known. 

Male Puje-
hun 
dis-
trict 

Graduate 
from Fou-
rah Bay 
College 

Previously 
served as 
the resident 
Minister of 
the South-
ern Prov-
ince, and 
Deputy 
Minister of 
Labour. 

Sam 
Sesay 

Minis-
ter of 
Agri-
culture 

2007
-
2016 

Have 
experi-
ence of 
studying 
and liv-
ing in 
Russia, 
the 
Neatherl
ands, 
Liberia 

Male Kam-
bai 
dis-
trict 

PhD. - 

Matthew 
Teambo 

Minis-
ter of 
Labor 

2013
-
2016 

Lived 
and 
worked 
in the 
U.S. for 
many 
years. 

Male Tonk
olili 
dis-
trict 

PhD. Was a lec-
turer and 
Professor at 
Golden Ga-
teUniver-
sity, San 
Francisco. 
Former 
MP.  
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Momodu 
Alieu 
Pat-Sowe 

Minis-
ter of 
Marine 
Re-
source
s and 
Fisher-
ies 

2013
-
2016 

- Male - - - 

Diana 
Konoma
n 

Minis-
ter of 
Local 
Gov-
ern-
ment 
and 
Rural 
Devel-
op-
ment 

2012
-
2016 

- Fe-
male 

Kono 
dis-
trict 

Fourah 
Bay Col-
lege. 

Politican. 
E.g. Previ-
ously 
served as 
the All 
People's 
Congress 
chair-
woman of 
the Eastern 
Province 
region 

Peter 
Bayuku 
Konte 

Minis-
ter of 
Tour-
ism 
and 
Cul-
tural 
Affairs 

2012
-
2016 

- Male - - - 

Abdul B. 
Barrie 

Act. 
Minis-
ter of 
Works, 
Hous-
ing & 
Infra-
struc-
tural 
Devel-
op-
ment 

2012
-
2016 

Lived 
and 
worked 
in the 
UK for 
at least 
8 years. 

Male Ka-
bala 
Koin
adug
u 
Dis-
trict 

Bacehlors 
degree.  

Worked for 
British Gas 
in London 
and Amer-
ica Insur-
ance Group 
(AIG). 

Momodu 
Maligi 

Minis-
ter of 
Water 
re-
source
s 

2013
-
2016 

Studied 
and 
worked 
in the 
U.S. for 
many 
years. 

Male Bon-
the 
dis-
trict 

Masters 
degree. 
Studied at 
Lawrence 
University 
and Val-
paraiso 
Univer-
sity. 

Senior 
Manager at 
the Sierra 
Leone's Na-
tional So-
cial Secu-
rity and the 
Head of 
Corporate 
Global 
Banking of 
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the Stand-
ard Char-
tered Bank 
in Freetown 

Ibrahim 
Kemoh 
Sesay 

Minis-
ter of 
Politi-
cal and 
Public 
Affairs 

2013
-
2016 

Not 
known. 

Male Port 
Loko 
dis-
trict 

Fourah 
Bay Col-
lege. 

Been MP 
and minis-
ter of 
Transport 
and Avia-
tion. 

Pauk 
Kamara 

Minis-
ter of 
Sports 

2010
-
2016 

Lived in 
the UK 
in 1996 
after be-
ing shot 
in Sierra 
Leone. 

Male Kam-
bia 
dis-
trict. 

Bachelors 
degree. 

Journalist 

Alimamy 
A. 
Kamaria 

Minis-
ter of 
Youth 
Affairs 

- - Male - Bachelors 
degree. 

- 

 
Table 3. Rwanda cabinet 2016 

Name Position Year Experi-
ence 
from 
abroad 

Gen-
der 

Born Educa-
tion 

Paul Kagame Presi-
dent 

2000-
2016 

Grew up 
and lived 
in 
Uganda 
(for 30+ 
years) 

Male Ruanda-
Urundi 

- 

Anastase Mu-
rekezi 

Prime 
Minister 

2014-
2016 

Lived in 
Belgium.  

Male Gikongoro Bacehlors 
degree. 

Geraldine 
Mukeshimana 

Minister 
of Agri-
culture 
& Ani-
mal Re-
sources 

2014-
2016 

Lived in 
the U.S. 
Worked 
in Kenya. 

Fe-
male 

Huye Dis-
trict 

PhD. 

Stella Ford 
Mugabo 

Minister 
of Cabi-
net Af-
fairs 

2013-
2016 

Grew up 
and lived 
in 
Uganda 
for 20 
years. 
Spent 1 
year in 
the UK. 

Fe-
male 

Uganda Masters 
degree. 
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James General 
Kabarebe 

Minister 
of De-
fence 
and na-
tional 
security 

2010-
2016 

Lived in 
Uganda 
for many 
years. 

Male - Bachelors 
degree. 

Seraphine 
Mukantabana 

Minister 
of Disas-
ter Man-
agement 
& Refu-
gee Af-
fairs 

2013-
2016 

Have 
lived in 
Congo-
Brazza-
ville for 
many 
years.  

Fe-
male 

Cyangugu Bachelors 
degree. 

Valentine 
Sendanyoye 
Rugwabiza 

Minister 
of East 
African 
Commu-
nity 

2013-
2016 

Have 
lived in 
Switzer-
land. 

Fe-
male 

- - 

Papias 
Malimba Mu-
safiri 

Minister 
of Edu-
cation 

2015-
2016 

Have 
studied 
in India. 

Male - PhD. 

Oda 
Gasinzigwa 

Minister 
of Fam-
ily and 
Gender 

2013-
2016 

Born in 
Tanzania 
and lived 
there for 
many 
years. 

Fe-
male 

Tanzania Masters 
degree. 

Claver Gatete Minister 
of Fi-
nance 
and Eco-
nomic 
Planning 

2013-
2016 

Born in 
Uganda 
and lived 
there for 
many 
years. 

Male Uganda Masters 
degree. 

Louise Mushi-
kiwabo 

Minister 
of For-
eign Af-
fairs and 
Cooper-
ation 

2009-
2016 

Lived in 
the U.S. 
for 23 
years, re-
turned 
when ap-
pointed 
minister. 

Fe-
male 

Kigali Masters 
degree. 

Agnes Binag-
waho 

Minister 
of health 

2011-
2016 

Lived 
and stud-
ied in 
Belgium. 

Fe-
male 

Rwanda PhD, 
medical 
doctor. 

James Musoni Minister 
of infra-
structure 

2014-
2016 

Born in 
Uganda 
and lived 
there for 
many 
years. 

Male Uganda Masters 
degree. 
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Sheikh Musa 
Fazil Hare-
rimana 

Minister 
of Inter-
nal Se-
curity 

2006-
2016 

Studied 
in Saudi 
Arabia. 

Male Gisenyi, 
Nyamirambo 

Bachelors 
degree. 

Busingye 
Johnston 

Minister 
of Jus-
tice 

2013-
2016 

Born in 
Uganda 
and lived 
there for 
many 
years. 

Male Uganda Masters 
degree. 

Francis Kab-
oneka 

Minister 
of Local 
govern-
ment 

2014-
2016 

Studied 
in Ire-
land. 

Male - Masters 
degree. 

Vincent 
Biruta 

Minister 
of Natu-
ral re-
sources 

2014-
2016 

Studied 
in Bel-
gium. 

Male Shyorongi, 
Kibungo 

PhD. 

Judith Uwiz-
eye 

Minister 
of Public 
Service 
and La-
bour 

2014-
2016 

Studied 
for two 
years in 
the Neth-
erlands.  

Fe-
male 

Rwanda Masters 
degree. 

Julienne 
Uwacu 

Minister 
of Sports 
and Cul-
ture 

2015-
2016 

No infor-
mation 
about 
time 
abroad. 

Fe-
male 

Rubavu Dis-
trict 

Masters 
degree. 

François 
Kanimba 

Minister 
of Trade 
and In-
dustry 

2011-
2016 

Studied 
in France 
for 5 
years in 
the 
1970s-
80s. 

Male Gikongoro Masters 
degree. 

Jean Philbert 
Nsengimana 

Minister 
of Youth 
& Infor-
mation 
& Com-
munica-
tions 
Technol-
ogy 

2012-
2016 

Studied 
in Dubai 
for one 
year. 

Male Kibuye Masters 
degree. 

Venantia 
Tugireyezu, 

Minister 
in the 
Office of 
the Pres-
ident 

-2016 -  Fe-
male 

- - 
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