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Distinguishing what is the Executive’s “National Security” for Nigeria and what should be 
the Legislature’s “Security” for most Nigerians 

The terrain called “security” and/or “national security” began to unravel as soon Nigeria 
became a democracy of sort in 1999. The unravelling of “security” and/or “national 
security” and the blind insistence of the executive and especially the legislature to 
continue to pursue the same failed strategy and tactic over and over necessitated my 
venturing into distinguishing between the concepts of “national security” and “security”. 

By the way I have been involved in studying, thinking, observing and comparing (STOC) 
security for over a decade and with the commencement of the graduate programme of 
security studies at the Institute in 2015, I have had the rare priviledge of teaching and 
testing some of the ideas I have nursed over this period. I have been priviledged to be 
saddled with what I will call foundation courses for the MSc and PhD classes since 2015. 
They included “fundamental of security and strategic studies”, “security and strategic 
theories” and “seminar on national security policy”. These courses afforded me the chance 
to raise questions on “security” and “national security” in the uncharted water of Nigeria 
and informed the present attempt to distinguish between “national security” and 
“security”.  

The term National Security emanated from the United States of America. In 1947, the 
Congress of the United States passed the National Security Act instituting the philosophy 
of security in America. National Security designated all the coercive agencies of the state 
including the armed forces, the intelligence agencies particularly the Central Intelligence 
Agency as the vanguard of ensuring the invincibility and the ability of the United States 
to compete in the advancement of its interest everywhere and anywhere in the world. The 
United States of America’s history, experience and reality (HER) is the guiding principle 
behind the creation of the National Security Act and national security as security is 
known in the United States. 

National Security evolved out of the new role the United States assumed following the 
end of the Second World War. National Security was the beginning of Pax Americana. In 
wining that War, the United States of America announced the beginning of a new world 
order controlled by the USA within the two world orders that defined the 20th century. 
Utilising its military, intelligence and law enforcement (MILE), the United States is 
secured enough to pursue its national interest in the ungoverned international space.  

In the pursuit of America’s interest beyond the shores of America is the search for 
economic resources in order to continue to sustain, enhance and expand the “American 
Dream”. America’s pursuit of national interest wherever in the world is guided by this 
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economic consideration primarily and others secondarily. This is what informed the 
construction of the National Security Act. 

National Security’s is an offshoot of what I called the Globalised Western Security 
Philosophy (GWSP) engineered by the ideas and ideals of the West as a cultural realm 
epitomised by the United States of America. In line with most things America, the 
designation national security became globalised as different versions of national security 
resonated in different countries of the world. In most if not all the instances of the use of 
National Security in these countries, the term venerate the state with the coercive 
instrument represented by the military, intelligence and law enforcement (MILE) primed 
to defend what is described as national interest.  

For some countries, national interest is domestic to the extent that the countries involved 
have little or no interest to pursue beyond their shores. The only interest clothed in 
national attire is the interest of rival claimant to the state. For other countries, there are 
interests beyond the shores of the countries that require the resources of the state to 
protect and/or advance.  

Of these two, the Nigerian variety of “national security” falls into the former. Invoking 
national security is overwhelmingly for domestic consumption as the issue involved 
almost always is local. The use of National Security language attempts to confer some 
degree of importance and priority on an issue. This is almost synonymous with the 
language of securitisation that allows access to resources and lifts the limit that may be 
placed by the norms of politics. The language of national security is the preserve of those 
in authority beginning with the governing elite, members of the military, intelligence and 
law enforcement (MILE) and through socialisation particularly under military rules, the 
press, intellectuals and most educated members of the society. 

As I argued somewhere in my works, national security is made up of two currents. They 
are “national” and “security”. If these two currents, taken literally, are critically 
interrogated, it will be discovered that Nigeria has neither national nor security. Nigeria is 
not a nation. The cries of the over three hundred nationalities inside the borders of 
Nigeria which has always been there but suppressed by the tanks, ships and aircrafts of the 
MILE exploded into the open since 1999. Security is the primary goal of every individual 
on earth. To be secured which is from the word security is wellbeing and to feel included 
and sheltered. The explosion of the cries of nationalities stemmed from the deepening and 
widening exclusion felt by most nationalities in Nigeria. The restrain to expressing the 
dissatisfaction with the state in Nigeria was lifted by the forced withdrawal of the military 
to the barracks in 1999.  
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This is the genesis of the crisis within “national security” and “security”. The crisis has 
become particularly pronounced since the beginning of civilian rule in 1999. This is the 
reason for the present exercise in distinguishing between “national security” and 
“security”.  

My reading of the literature on security and my understanding of the Nigeria history, 
experience and reality (HER) tells me we have been on the wrong footing ever since we 
got hooked on the issue of “security”. To this end, I have tried to distinguish between our 
obsession with a version of security called national security and what I think should be 
security itself.  

I am attributing “national security” to the executive arm of government and in particular 
its institutions of the military, intelligence and law enforcement (MILE) saddle with 
defending, protecting and enhancing this national security. This is because the executive 
and the MILE have appropriated “national security” to the extent that national security is 
synonymous with them. 

I argued that there are two currents in “national security”. Of these two currents, 
“security” is the independent variable in national security. The implication of this in any 
discourse of national security is that it is necessary to first determine the constituents of 
“security” in the national security. Unless we know “security”, the dependent variable 
“national” cannot be determined and cannot be attained.  

Since the executive and the MILE have appropriated “national security” as theirs and use 
national security in the manner that is in tandem with the etymology of national security, 
I am therefore concentrating attention on “security”. In this respect, I am challenging and  
calling on the legislature to appropriate “security” by imbuing “security” with nature, 
meaning, purpose and culture in tandem with the wishes of the people and bearing in 
mind the history, experience and reality (HER) of Nigeria. In arguing in this direction I 
am not oblivious and I dare say the legislature should not be oblivious of the failure and 
continuing failing of the “security” centred on the “national security” since the 
democracy enabling environment came into being in 1999. 

The implication of this is that “security” as the independent variable has not been imbued 
with philosophy which will in turn give birth to the “nation” that will engender the 
“national” and “national security.” This is the reason security albeit the national security 
type failed is failing and will continue to fail.  

By the way, the legislature is responsible for all institutions including the MILE. It is the 
philosophy of security that the legislature designed for the country that will be enforced 
on all the institutions of the state and government. This is because “security” or 



4 
 

“wellbeing”, “inclusion” and “shelter” is the goal of every sphere of public life. When this 
“security” or “wellbeing” is pursued in all spheres of Nigeria’s public life, this will 
cumulatively produce and translate into “national security” or “national wellbeing”. This is 
the duty of the legislature as the idea and ideal house of democracy. This duty is urgent 
and incumbent on the legislature since the executive’s obsession with “national security” 
becloud its ability to see “security” for truly what it should be in a particular environment 
within the country’s history, experience and reality (HER) and not what represent the 
globalised practice that stemmed from addressing the global power’s own insecurity,  

In distinguishing between “national security” and “security”, for the sake of this article we 
will assume that “security” should represent the elected rule system and “national security” 
should represent the military rule system.  

“National security” is defined and clear to the extent that the four fundamental questions 
of security can be discerned from the practice in place and known by the designation 
“national security” and/or “security”. “National security” and “security” are used 
interchangeably. They convey the same meaning in this context. The first of the questions 
is what is security? Security is the protection, defence and alleviation of first known and 
secondly unknown threats. The second question is whose security? It is the state primarily 
and the state is represented by the government of the day. The third question is what is 
security issue? Security issue include conflict, subversion, treason and any threat defined 
by the state and government that remotely poses challenge to the state and government 
in power. The fourth question is how can security be achieved? Security can be achieved 
through the intervention of the military, intelligence and law enforcement (MILE) 
primarily. The wait-until-it-happened strategy is simply deployment. It is the one and 
only strategy and tactic. There is little in the way of containment in the strategy and/or 
tactic employed in “national security” which implied pre-emption based on the use and 
deployment of intelligence. 

Unlike “national security” that is known, “security” which I argued should be the forte of 
the elected representatives system is unknown. This is because those elected into the 
legislature and thus saddled with making policies have yet to comprehend the failure of 
the “national security” model they inherited and were socialised into by the military. They 
have yet to realise the defining importance of security and their role in constructing a new 
security in tandem with the democracy ideology. However, unlike the military that is 
unelected and thus lacked the mandate and capacity to govern and even if they violate the 
constitution and govern, they are limited to the professional area to which they 
specialised and thus their conception of security, the elected system have the mandate of 
the people to govern the entire space including the military, intelligence and law 
enforcement space. “Security” is thus an umbrella. To this extent, “security” should differ 
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from the perspective of the elected and should embrace every spheres of responsibility 
saddled on them by the electorate. 

In considering the four fundamental questions of security, the governance mandate from 
the people should be a decisive first factor. The second decisive factor is the history, 
experience and reality (HER) of Nigeria. The third decisive factor is to study, think, 
observe and compare (STOC) security or national security as it operate in other countries 
in order to arrive at the practice in Nigeria.  

The first of the question is what is security? Security is wellbeing and inclusion. The second 
question is whose security? It is the security or wellbeing of individual and group and 
security or wellbeing is about human being and being human. The third question is what 
is security issue? Security issue begins with the economy and its value chains. Security is 
about the family, education, employment, housing, health, environment, law, order, 
defence and every sphere of human endeavour that promotes wellbeing, inclusion and 
shelter. The fourth question is how can security be achieved? To achieve security, every 
sphere of human endeavour should have security objective taken from the security law of 
the country for attainment. Every policy in the public sphere should contain security 
objective geared toward achieving security. The economy is the foundation of security. 
The economy should work to support the superstructures of family, employment, 
housing, health, education, etc that will promote, enhance and support wellbeing and 
inclusion of the individual and group.    

Un-elected regimes are obsessed with the MILE-driven “national security” because they 
are illegal and illegitimate. Elected regimes need not worry about this because they have 
the mandate of the people to govern and as long as they defined and pursue security as 
well-being and inclusion of the people in their governance, the people will guarantee their 
“national security”. Security as well-being and inclusion represent umbrella. Thus the state 
and/or government will not notice they type of threat that bedevilled un-elected 
regimes. In pursuing security as well-being and inclusion, the dissatisfaction of the people 
that translates into threats to the state and/or government requiring the pursuit of state-
centric “national security” will be reduced and/or contained.  

For long and through the institutions of the military, intelligence and law enforcement 
(MILE), the executive dominated the “security” narrative particularly its preferred version 
of “national security”. The executive unconsciously socialised and indoctrinated most 
Nigerians into the “national security” type they purportedly protect. This largely owes to 
prolong military rule and the continuation of this mentality in the elected executive. 
After 20 years of representative rule and the unravelling of this “security”, should the 
legislature, the lead institution of democracy, continue to subscribe to this failed 
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“security” narrative? Should the legislature not begin to construct a security narrative in 
tandem with the wishes of the electorate? Should the legislature not construct a “security” 
enabling environment supportive of its ideas and ideals in order to lessen the ever present 
threatening shadow of the military?  

National Security is “Seeing like a State” and thinking like a state. This “national security” 
is the figment of the executive’s imagination. “National security” is a shifting target that is 
difficult to track. This is the manner of the executive. For the legislature to persist in this 
executive manner in spite of the overwhelming failure of “national security” in the last 
twenty years of representative rule to bring “security” to the people is to admit that the 
legislature has failed in its primary role of oversight, evolving ideas and building 
institutions off these ideas for the executive to implement.  

Security is the one area that will define governance in its entirety in Nigeria. Security has 
implication for every aspect of public governance. The legislature is central to getting the 
idea of security jumpstarted under the democracy framework. The legislature must answer 
the four fundamental questions of security – what is security, whose security, what is 
security issue and how can security be achieved. With the philosophy of security in place 
and pursued in all spheres of policies and programmes, the house that is Nigeria will begin 
to transform into a home and for the first time since independence, “Nigerians” will begin 
to emerge inside a secured Nigeria. 

 

 


