
1 
 

Even in the Face of the Convincingly Failed and Failing “Security” Located in the Military, 

Intelligence and Law Enforcement… 

…most Nigerians’ hope, under the representative rule framework of the preceding two 

decades, that new ideas, institutions and persons will be constructed and/or old ideas, 

institutions and persons would be reconstructed, seemed confined to this “security” for 

the long haul. This is regardless of the empirical evidence beyond reasonable doubt of its 

failure. 

Nigerians and their so-called elected leadership particularly in the legislatures need honest 

and nuanced conversation of this journey this far. The conversation should be on security 

and what it means to be secure under representative rule framework. The conversation 

should be framed under four questions. They are: what is security, whose security, what is 

a security issue and how can security be achieved in the context of representative rule 

framework. 

There are two convincing developments in the last seven years beginning in 2015. The 

first is that the myth surrounding Muhammadu Buhari or what I called the Buhari Factor, 

in Northern politics and Nigerian politics, was unravelled. As a myth, it was all make 

believe and lies and this lies crashed without reservation.  

The last of the myth-making and myth-unravelling act was to package Muhammadu 

Buhari to serve as front for the coalition of interests that found his popularity and lack of 

ideology the vent to fulfil their individual and group designs. The President and these 

interests have had field day fulfilling their designs since 2015. 

The second of the myth which is closely tied to the personality of the President and which 

served as the platform for his electoral viability was his so-called credential on “security” 

and zero tolerance for corruption. The myth around security and his ability to fix security 

remained just that – a myth. President Muhammadu Buhari has not the foggiest idea of 

what this security entails in the worldview unfolding in Nigeria beginning in 1999. The 

security in question is not the type that represents the name and work of the military, 

intelligence and law enforcement (MILE).  

That Mr President failed to fix this security is evidence of the limitation of his ability and 

those of his minders. Not only has he been unable to fix this security. The security in 

question was beyond the limited training he received in the Nigeria Army which confined 

him and ink to defending the country’s territorial integrity. The security in question 

works only within the limited role of the army and/or military in the country’s defence 

need. This security worked when the military usurped political power when it was the 

governing authority.  
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To mistake the yearnings of most Nigerians to be secured in their livelihood and lives or 

security which translate into qualitative improvement in their lives through the provision 

of services and economic opportunity on rolling basis for the now fixated literary security 

used to describe the name and work of the executive agencies of the military, intelligence 

and law enforcement within representative rule system is to think Nigeria was under 

military rule.  

Security is wellbeing in all of its forms and this security has not been constructed for most 

Nigerians by the country’s legislatures yet. They, in the provision of security of the 

military, intelligence and law enforcement for most Nigerians, access security is wellbeing 

in all of its forms, in the process. 

The biggest myth of the Buhari Factor, which never existed ab initio, and whose relics 

came crashing, in the last seven years of his stewardship, is the one that describe Mr 

President as having zero tolerance for corruption. It does not matter whether the 

yardstick for measuring his zero tolerance for corruption is the Buhari Type Corruption 

which focused on theft of public fund and/or the Transparency International 

conceptualisation of corruption which include other forms of corruption and the Buhari 

Type.  

Mr President has been and is neck deep in all the types of corruption that exist in his 

entire public services for Nigeria. If you do not believe this, comb history – his history 

particularly public service history, comb his friends, family and associates. Indeed there is 

need for a conference on the BUHARI FACTOR in Nigeria’s Politics. This will facilitate 

digging into that which is arguably Nigeria’s number one hot air in order to bury the 

myth once and for all.  

Indeed the myth would have ordinarily remained a north-west myth and/or died 

naturally with his repeated failure in his bid to become the President until circumstances 

and some other interests found the need to provide him with the Nigeria-wide platform 

that made him the President. 

The concern of this piece is not with whether Mr President fulfilled the three point agenda 

of securing the country, fighting a relentless war against corruption and revamping the 

economy in order to create opportunity for youths. There are empirical evidence on each 

and all of the agenda. There are also diverse views concerning the performance of the 

administration on each and all of the agenda.  

The interest of this piece is with the “secure Nigeria” or “security” part of the three point 

agenda. The interest of the piece is to use Mr President’s credential on what Mr President 

(as a retired soldier), his handler (most of who were socialised into the military’s 
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worldview of security when the military was the governing authority) and most Nigerians 

thought was security to bury that security type for good.  

If ever this security type mattered under military rule (it was never an issue), the 

representative rule framework rendered this security type unfit for the process underway. 

This security’s failure beckons on Nigeria’s legislatures to do their work of constructing 

and reconstruction ideas in order to build institutions and persons. 

This is in order to enlist the beginning of the construction of security, by the legislatures 

of the country, using security’s etymology, epistemology, philosophy and country-

culture-specificity to suit Nigeria’s history, experience and reality (HER). 

In the projection of the type of security that Mr President, his handlers, the political class, 

the MILE establishment and some Nigerians think is the issue, the continuous application 

of realism in Nigeria only helps to explain and advance a version of state and thus state 

security prevalent in the country.  

The state in question represents the government in power and this takes on the form of 

the coalition of political/ethnic/regional/religious/business/MILE at any given time in 

the last two decades. Thus the state security in question has little to do with the national 

sovereignty and territorial integrity type associated with realism tenets. Arising from the 

preceding perspective of the state, state security has everything to do with the sovereignty 

and integrity of the coalitions in power at any given time. This became pronounced from 

2015. 

The state in Nigeria, in the preceding two decades, is thus significantly different in the 

explanation of realism’s focus on state security. Within the context of extant realism 

submissions, there is no viable challenge to the exercise of national sovereignty and 

territorial integrity in Nigeria.  

As I noted at the beginning of this piece, there is need for honest and nuanced 

conversation amongst all of the nationalities in Nigeria on what should be security, whose 

security, what should be a security issue and how can security be achieved in the light of 

this development. 


