Growing Security and Security Studies: Resource Persons and the Pitfalls of Knowledge
Acquired by Experience
There is a seeming lack of realisation that to grow security and security studies, it is
necessary to learn security and security studies from where it has been a staple in theory
and practice for several decades. It is not possible to grow security and security studies on
the basis of acquired knowledge through practice that was itself deficient in policy and
pedagogy. To insist that we go the latter way will defeat the unspoken intention to make
security and security studies part of the programme of studies from undergraduate to
graduate levels.
It is an absolute sine qua non for all the resource persons involved in the programme to
grow their knowledge on security and security studies through a programme of personal
studies. As long as they are interested in the programme, they should sacrifice time and
resources in buying the books and journals required to be ahead of their students in the
field. The essence of establishing the security studies unit of the Institute was to move the
conversation on security and security studies away from the street into the class room and
to engage this systematically.
One avenue for this conversation and thus discerning the knowledge of resource persons
and their interest in engaging with the issue was the occasional seminar/defence of
proposal platform. The platform was clear in the manifestation of the street knowledge
dimension in the engagement of students and resource persons on the question of
security.
I have taken what appears to be a consistent position in the forum to look into the
theoretical input of presenters. The theoretical input is to establish through engagement
with literature the connection between security and the topic under discourse. After all
this is security studies and the context for whatever engagement must come from this
field. I have been consistent in advocating the need to study the literature in order to
establish the theory and to be in the position to situate issues within the theory and from
there construct theoretical framework to guide the study.
My position has consistently caused unease among my colleagues. There have been
occasions of heated exchange in the process. I have insisted that what makes a work a
security studies work and not a work in political science, history, conflict or sociology is
the ability of the work to demonstrate mastery of the literature, concepts and theories in
the field. Most of the works, if not all the works, so far presented, in my estimation, have
failed this test.
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I recalled on two occasions one of my colleague in seeming exasperation had to ask what
the farce was about this theory thing I often talked about. He went on to ask if there were
theories of security and if there was course taught on theory. As in any other field theory
is important and the grasp of theory which comes through engagement with the literature
makes all the difference; and there is a course on theory for the PhD and for the MSc
theory is embedded in one of their core course.
On a second occasion which occurred recently, the same colleague spoke again about the
issue of theory, if theory was taught to students and the lack of engagement with the
literature on security. He was lost about what constitute security and was of the view that
the Institute should come up with a guide on what constitute security. He wondered
loudly if he knew security at all even as he was on his way to examine postgraduate
programme at the Nigerian Defence Academy.
This loud protest could only come from someone who has been comfortable with the
way security has been in the country and was not prepared to confront what was an
assault on his comfort zone. There is a difference between street level knowledge of
security and class room knowledge of security. In the first place what he considered
security derived from the experience he and most Nigerians had under military rule based
on the role the military played in socialising Nigerians on their role in this security. It was
not because he had any course of study on security in his university days and/or engaged
the issue as a matter of interest using books and journals. This brand of knowledge
acquisition flies in the face of what should obtain in the academic cycle.
In second place, it is not the responsibility of the Institute to come up with a guide on
what should constitute security. The Institute can only advise that proper procedure be
followed in engaging with security and security studies from the tradition where the
literature exist as a basis of building the knowledge base from where the local knowledge
will grow. In the course of engagement and interrogation with existing knowledge of
security from the tradition of the West, it will be possible for the perspective of security
reflecting the history, experience and reality of Nigeria to emerge. There is plenty that is
different in security and security studies in the developed and developing worlds hence the
persistent refrain of the history, experience and reality in its making.
In the third place and related to the first issue was to assumed that to be called upon to
examine postgraduate students at the NDA does equate to examining students on
security or security studies. Or that the NDA and thus the military knew security more
than any other institution. Nothing can be farther from the truth. I doubt if the
Academy has any programme on security studies. At best it was to examine students in
political science – any of the specialties in international relation, political economy or
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development studies. At worst it was to examine students on strategic studies. It was
certainly not to examine students on security studies. Even if it was to examine students
on security studies as I thought the colleague claimed, the Nigerian Defence Academy or
the Nigerian Armed Forces is not responsible for security and is not in the position to
determine what security is or is not in Nigeria. Their task as enshrined in the constitution
is not security. Their task as enshrined in the constitution is defence. Section 217-218
assigned the armed forces the role of defence. For the avoidance of doubt, there is
conceptual, theoretical and methodological difference between security and defence.
The prevailing problem of misconception we have on security and security studies arose
from the role the military played as professional managers of defence and in their
usurpation of political power from where they assumed their so called security role. To
equate going to the NDA to examine students as a defence and/or acknowledgement of
one’s knowledge on security in response to the observation of the lack of application of
security studies literature and methodology is a lame and not-so-academic response to
the identified problem confronting the candidate presented for proposal defence.
This is the pitfall of knowledge acquired through experience and through not-soacademic engagement of the issue of security and security studies. The way out of this
type of knowledge is to get interest in the issue and begin a programme of systematic
intervention through reading/studying the literature, through observing what was read in
the literature and through thinking over what was read and observed.
The difference between this street knowledge of security that most Nigerians have
imbibed and the knowledge produced within the walls of school is that the latter is the
beginning of the solution to the misconception of security that has no basis in Nigeria’s
history, experience and reality and in policy. It is the source of the insecurity bedevilling
Nigerians.
As academics who search and research societal issues, we can join the struggle against this
darkness represented by this street knowledge of security occasioned by the intervention
of the military in the area they have no competence. We can join this struggle by
liberating ourselves in order to be in the position to begin to advocate to the rest of the
society through teaching and public speaking to do same.
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