The Importance of Contexts in Class Actionsand Reactions within the Framework of
“What is” and “What should be” SECURITY
Context is important in understanding discourses, interactions, positions, actions and
reactions. Discussions, interactions and positions canvassed in contexts lose their meaning
when taken out of their frameworks. If and when issues discussed within contexts were
taken out of there frames, they become sources of misinterpretation and
misunderstanding.
For this class, whatever context of discourse stemmed from the programme Security and
Strategic Studies, the course Seminar on National Security Policy and my frameworks of
intervention as identified in the first two topics on the course outline at the beginning of
the Course. To take my intervention outside these frames and to refuse to begin to apply
the tools in your actions and reactions and/or conceive your intervention outside these
frames invites rancour which this course set out to dissuade from the beginning.
What my intervention represented in security and security studies is anchoring issues
within frameworks and examining these issues accordingly. To this extent and very often
contexts come into play most if not all the time.
There are NOT Nigerian frameworksfor security and security studies. There is NEED for
frameworks for security and security studies. The frameworks are all the more necessary
and urgent as that which most if not all of Nigerians were socialised into knowing as
“security” unravelled in the last twenty two years. In spite of all attempts to salvage this
“security” including the National Security Summit Report (NSSR) (arguably the latest)
“security” is continuously unravelling. “Security” failed, is failing and will continue to fail.
There is nothing new in all that has happened to this “security” in the last twenty two
years including the NSSR.
The government did the same thing on this “security” over and over and expect different
result including the latest intervention by the legislature called the NSSR. Nigeria’s clan of
experts and pundits on this failed and failing “security” have never seen the need to think
out-of-the-box in their entire enterprise on this “security”. This is because the state and
the government goaded them on in spite of evidence on the ground. They have done the
same thing on this “security” over and over and expect to get different result. Indeed from
the beginning, they have not any idea of the type of result they expect to get in an
enterprise without roadmap.
I intervened with alternative way of doing security in order to set new vision and mission.
This is to enable clear and unambiguous roadmap. I constructed frameworks to anchor
my interventions on security and security studies. Thus for my students, to address issues I
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raised and discussed in the class and/or in my writing outside the frameworks, is doing
disservice to self and the chance to be part of the new process. It is clearly towing the path
of the so-called pundits and experts whose unwillingness to search for knowledge in and
confronting the known unknown in the search for solution meant that they expected to
get different result from travelling the same failed road repeatedly.
The implication for students is that their theses will only accomplish the personal and not
the group objective. It will fetch the person the admission into the doctor of philosophy
club. This is the personal. Beyond that the thesis will be dead on arrival. There will be no
group and/or society benefit. The social side of knowledge would be defeated. No one
will bother to consult the thesis in search of novel idea on “what should be” security as
opposed to “what is” security and “what should be” security studies as opposed to “what is”
security studies.
Nigeria’s “security” and “security studies” is sorely in need of frameworks to guard and
guide intervention of staff and students. I would like you to see my perspective as filling
this yawning lacuna and embrace this to make that difference. The perspectives are
represented by Monograph 4 and 5, other monographs, class interactions, weekly views,
post on website and Facebook etc. where I did not only theorise. I practice what I preach
and write about.
In doing all these, the contexts must be clearly understood so as to prevent the feeling of
attack on persons and institutions in the course of explanations. I say this because there
have been veiled reference to the seeming personal and institutional attack in the course
of my interventions. My interventions would be impossible without “what is” security and
the “what should be” security perspectives.
From the Curtain Drawing Class, I would like to draw on two responses in the class that
seemed to insinuate on the attack on persons and institutions leaving the contexts out on
the one hand and on the other hand oblivious of the learning curve that the class
platform presented within the “what is” and “what should be” security thesis.
The platform for this discourse was Monograph Number 3 entitled A Critique of the
National Security Strategy. It was my review and views on the NSS, the only document on
“security” and/or “national security” in Nigeria. Of these, I mentioned the intention of
the compilers of the NSS to create military industrial complex in Nigeria. I provided a
historical dimension of the concept of military industrial complex and Nigeria’s place in
it; I argued that Nigeria was not strategic in whatever way one would wish to look at to
begin to talk about military industrial complex at this late age; I recalled to the class that
the Defence Industry Corporation was created in 1962 and the sordid state it has remained
including its inability to meet local need for small arms (let alone talking about major
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systems and dual product in the military’s dream of military industrial complex) and its
veering into furniture and salt making; I explored Nigeria’s position in the West African
sub region and the market prospect for the so-called dream of military industrial
complex; I explored the disorganised and disorganising state of infrastructure that should
guard and guide the military industrial complex and; above all else I drew attention to the
country’s inability to fulfil its potential to its people prior to thinking big in this age and
time about military industrial complex.
This – the military industrial complex etc. - was the armed forces of Nigeria’s dream for
itself and not for most Nigerians, I argued. This dream, carefully examined, worked in the
“what is” security and the “what should be” security frame for the armed forces of Nigeria
only.
To this I argued – this is where context came in – that it was part of their – Nigeria
military - attempt since 1999 to open up spaces in order to sequester fund from the
government for their own security – security is wellbeing in all its form (and no corporate
group in Nigeria understood this import as the military particularly since they were forced
to leave the political stage) and that their grand ambition had nothing to do with the
wellbeing of most Nigerians.
Here I argued that Nigeria’s military would wish to be like the Pakistani and/or Egyptian
militaries that were defacto state within a state with substantial holding in the economies
of these countries and thus immense political clouts or leverage. I cited examples, using
the land provided for the military particularly the army along airport road in Abuja, the
numerous institutions springing up on the land and other types of expansions experienced
since 2007 in the military generally as indicative of their desire to become state inside the
state.
When viewed within the subject of the discourse - the National Security Strategy2014,
my critique of the NSS, the course and my frameworks of intervention, there ought to
have been no ambiguity in the response. There was nothing personal in the analysis and
the examples cited. There was everything to learn in the “what is” and “what should be”
security context.
Again in choosing to focus on Nigeria’s ill-fated enterprise in Liberia in the 1990s, it was
within the contexts and in particular the “what is” and “what should be” security frame. In
extending investments and enterprises into the sub-region and the region, what “security”
and/or “national security” objective does these investments serve Nigeria? Has the
government any hand in these enterprises – banks and Dangote – in these African
countries as say the United States’ government in the affairs of Halliburton, Dow
Chemical etc. in Nigeria and different parts of the world? Were these investments and
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enterprise the personal and corporate desire of their owners? Were these investments
protected by the government should there be political and social upheavals in these
countries? Do Nigerians enjoy the protection of their government via the proactive
measures of their embassies abroad as say Americans?
I noted that national security for America was abroad and the National Security Council
sits atop every issue of national security interest to the United States of America with
regions and countries of the world under pinpoint precision scrutiny by myriad of experts
round the clock. Compare this with Nigeria where I noted that national security was
about the inside of Nigeria and that the National Security Council was ad-hoc and only
convened to underscore the need for more fund. Whatever bureaucracy that exists in the
National Security Council would have been one of the biggest drains of resourcesin
Nigeria. This is because they have no purpose and no schedule in the scheme of “security”
and/or “national security”.
The case of Nigerians killed in Liberia and Sierra Leone demonstrated that Nigerians do
not enjoy this protection and neither do host government worry about likely
repercussion should they harm Nigerians. To intervene to provide counter-narrative did
not dissuade from the extant and established fact that there was disconnect between “what
is” security and national security for Nigerians through their embassies in most countries
of the world.
How much confidence does Nigeria’s embassies and high commissions abroad provide for
Nigerians in trouble? There is total disconnect between “what is” security, the ministry of
foreign affairs and the enterprises of individual and corporate organisation abroad.
To say that prior to intervening in Liberia, over 500 Nigerians were killed on daily basis
told less than one per cent of the multiple entendre intention of the government’s
intervention in Liberia. There were myriad of other explanations for this Liberian
enterprise. That Nigeria government intervene did not stop the killing of Nigerians
and/or did not send any message of deterrence, if this was intended. It was never part of
any established precedence, in Nigeria’s “what is” security and/or national security history,
to intervene to evacuate its nationals in crisis torn countries anywhere in the world.
In the seeming attempt to setting the record – as some of the class members intervention
portended - the contexts should not be forgotten. Setting the record should never be
about equivocating and/or laundering persons or institutions’ action however altruistic.
We should not forget that we are pawns in the wider and widening chess field of power.
The elites’ only commitment is to getting power. In getting power for the elite, every
other issue is instrumentor the means for getting this power. Therefore we are barely privy
to all of powers dimensions in whatever capacity we find ourselves.
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We should intervene to advance the knowledge of security within the frameworks and
above all else the “what is” and “what should be” security in Nigeria.
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